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Abstract
Ellett, Lindsey, M.S., Summer 2021

Resource Conservation

Transboundary Marine Management in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
Chairperson: Dr. Jennifer Thomsen
Transboundary conservation aims to facilitate environmental conservation and management at
the ecosystem level by operating across political boundaries, through the cooperation of two or
more countries. Though there is increased interest and advocation for transboundary
conservation initiatives around the world, there remains a limited understanding of how they
function on-the-ground. Within this study, I address these gaps in knowledge through two phases
of research, both focusing on the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape as a case study site. Phase I involved a
policy analysis of Indonesian, Malaysia, and Philippine policies related to fisheries, coastal zones
and protected areas, and environmental quality. Through this policy analysis I sought to explore
the similarities and difference between these policies across various elements important to
facilitating more consistent collaborative management, in order to highlight potential barriers and
windows of opportunity for transboundary coordination. The analyses focused elements such as
the policies’ described authorities, restrictions, enforcement, and participation opportunities,
among others. In Phase II I evaluated stakeholder perceptions of marine management and
conservation, as well as the perceived potential for increased transboundary conservation. I used
qualitative semi-structured interviews to evaluate the perspectives of conservationists,
government officials, and researchers working within the region, primarily at the national and
international level. Thesis results emphasize that policies and management within the SuluSulawesi Seascape could benefit from greater governance integration, participatory processes,
adaptability to stakeholder needs, and long-term transboundary approaches. These results also
highlight that marine transboundary conservation necessitates the consideration of additional
issues beyond those that may be typically faced in terrestrial initiatives, such as border tensions,
marine-based national and regional security concerns, and increased governance and
management capacity demands. These findings contribute to gaps in knowledge concerning
transboundary conservation, particularly within marine environments, and may help inform best
practices to increase the social and environmental success of transboundary conservation
initiatives in Sulu-Sulawesi and beyond.
Keywords: transboundary, large landscape conservation, marine protected areas
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Transboundary protected areas consist of clearly defined protected areas which are connected
across one or more international boundaries and involve cooperation between multiple countries
(IUCN, 2021). The number of transboundary protected areas has experienced a dramatic increase
in recent decades (McCallum et al., 2015; Mittermeier et al., 2005), and there are currently over
200 transboundary conservation initiatives worldwide for which cooperation ranges from
informal agreements to government-to-government treaties (IUCN, 2021; Vasilijević, 2015;
Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). However, relatively few transboundary protected areas have
been established for marine environments, in part due to additional challenges and capacity
requirements related to governing these ecosystems relative to those on land (Day et al., 2019;
Sandwith et al., 2001). Transboundary conservation approaches are integral to managing marine
areas due to migratory species and issues like marine pollution and over-exploitation often
crossing political boundaries (United Nations Development Programme, 2016). The
development of transboundary marine protected areas (TBMPAs) may strengthen management
and conservation by facilitating increased international sharing of information, resources, and
strategies (Guerreiro et al., 2010).

As marine transboundary conservation is relatively new, understanding of what factors best
support transboundary initiative success remains largely understudied (Taggart-Hodge &
Schoon, 2016). Moreover, due to the small number of TBMPAs, there is limited literature
research into how these protected areas can be effectively coordinated and managed, greatly
inhibiting the opportunities for conservation and sustained use of these marine resources. Thus,
this research study aims to contribute to these gaps in knowledge through a case study
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exploration of (1) marine policy alignment and (2) perceptions of how marine management and
conservation are coordinated, within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, located between Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Philippines. Marine conservation initiatives inevitably intersect and potentially
conflict with diverse stakeholder needs and industries such as fisheries. Thus, this study also
seeks to explore how policies, governance, and management efforts across these sectors
complement and/or conflict with each other. By broadening the understanding of perceived
governance and management effectiveness and concerns, future strategies may better maximize
the efficacy and success of transboundary conservation, while also better addressing and
adapting to the socio-economic and governance needs of the region’s diverse stakeholders.

The Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape is of high conservation priority due to the waters containing
high species richness, high taxonomic and genetic representativeness of species diversity in the
region, and the Indonesian Throughflow of the Makassar Strait, a current that aids in mixing
genetic diversity and promoting larval dispersal between the Indian and Pacific Ocean
(Kartadikaria et al, 2011; Huffard et al., 2012). Current threats to the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
include climate change, coastal development, and over-exploitation of marine resources (United
Nations Development Programme, 2016). Approximately 40 million people who live along the
Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape coasts rely on its marine resources for food and their livelihoods
(Huffard et al., 2012).
As one of the world’s most diverse and productive marine areas (Heileman, 2020), this
unique ecosystem has drawn conservation interest from groups like the European Commission,
which has aimed to support transboundary conservation in the region through an Ocean
Governance project aligning with my thesis research project. In addition to this region having
great conservation value and holding promise for increased transboundary management in the
2

future, Sulu-Sulawesi is a good case study for examining transboundary efforts because it is
already the site of some of the oldest transboundary marine initiatives. For example, the region
contains the Turtle Islands Heritage Protected Area, which was the first formal TBMPA to be
jointly established, administrated, and managed in the world (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
MPAs are an important tool for reducing biodiversity loss and protecting endangered species
in biodiversity hotspots such as the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape (Huffard et al., 2012). While the
Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape has many marine protected areas, most remain small community-based
marine reserves, which are disconnected and contribute to a relatively small coverage of the
diverse habitat (Huffard et al., 2012). While the establishment of MPAs can improve survival
rates of endangered species, such as marine mammals (Gormley et al., 2012), fragmented
regional protection for species with wide home ranges may not provide sufficient risk reduction
and survival benefits. Thus, increased connectivity and implementation of TBMPAs, which may
promote a more ecosystem-level conservation approach, could help to increase cooperative and
synergistic protection across spatial scales.

Research Questions
Broad Questions:
What is the potential for transboundary marine management and conservation in the SuluSulawesi Seascape?
Sub-Questions: A Case Study in Sulu-Sulawesi
1. How consistent and coordinated are fisheries, coastal zones and protected areas, and
environmental quality policies in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?
2. What are the perceived strengths and weaknesses of fisheries and marine protected area
management in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?
3

Thesis Structure
This thesis is organized into six chapters. I introduce thesis topics and research questions
of interest within Chapter I. In Chapter II I share a literature review exploring the history and
importance of transboundary conservation and management, some key considerations for
transboundary success, and the interest in expanding transboundary management and
conservation within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. In chapter III I discuss the research
methodology utilized during this project, which involved a policy analysis as well as an
exploration of a series of semi-structured interviews with stakeholders in the region. Within
Chapter IV I share policy analysis results and comparisons of the analyzed elements for each of
the countries’ fisheries, coastal zones and protected areas, and environmental quality policies. I
explore and discuss results from the semi-structured interviews conducted with conservationists,
government officials, and researchers from Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines in Chapter
V. In Chapter VI I synthesize findings from both the policy analysis and semi-structured
interviews and relate them to each other, discuss research limitations, provide suggestions for
potential future research, and emphasize how this research has contributed to the transboundary
conservation field and research literature more broadly. Additional appendices include the semistructured interview guide used, and additional policies for Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines, that may be of interest for further exploration.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Transboundary Conservation
Defining Protected Areas
Protected areas have been fundamental to conservation throughout time, and, if
implemented well, have the potential to protect an area’s biodiversity, safeguard vital ecosystem
services, support people’s livelihoods, and preserve a broad range of recreational, educational,
cultural, and spiritual benefits (IUCN, 2010). The International Union for Conservation (IUCN),
defines a protected area as:
“a clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal
or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated
ecosystem services and cultural values” (Day et al., 2019, pg. 9).
Protected areas have existed in some form for millennia. For example, royal decrees were
made for protecting areas deemed as significant in India more than 2000 years ago, and in
Europe, rich landowners have protected their hunting grounds for centuries (IUCN, 2010). The
modern movement promoting protected areas began in the 19th century, with significant action
and increased designations occurring in North America, South America, Australia, New Zealand,
and South Africa (IUCN, 2010). During the 20th century, the number of protected areas in the
world grew dramatically, and currently nearly every country has adopted protected area
legislation (IUCN, 2010). These protected areas vary greatly in terms of their size, the habitats
they encompass, their location, who manages them and how, and what they are set up to protect.
Currently, over 260,000 sites in the world meet IUCN’s definition of a protected area
(Protected Planet, 2021). Additionally, IUCN further classifies protected areas into six categories
according to their management objectives (Dudley, 2008). Adopting consistent definitions for
5

types of protected areas and their sub-categories is especially important to improving discussion
and planning around conservation initiatives worldwide, as such provide a shared understanding
of terms among diverse stakeholders.
Marine protected areas are more specifically defined as:
“any area of intertidal or subtidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated
flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law or other
effective means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment” (Kelleher &
Kenchington, 1992, pg. 7).
There are nearly 18,000 MPAs worldwide, covering about 7.72% of the world’s oceans
(versus terrestrial protected areas covering about 15.67% of land) (Protected Planet, 2021). Most
MPAs are under national jurisdiction, and thus confined to areas within 200 nautical miles (~230
miles) from shore. Only 1.2 % of MPAs beyond national jurisdiction are protected, leaving
massive portions of High Seas environments unprotected (Protected Planet, 2020). There is great
interest among nations to increase ocean protection. For example, within the IUCN World Parks
Congress in the Promise of Sydney document leaders called for the adoption of a goal to place
30% of oceans under protection (Gjerde et al., 2016).
MPAs can be an important tool for promoting biodiversity and the health of marine
populations (Gjerde et al., 2016). For example, in a study of 80 MPAs, fish populations, size and
biomass were significantly higher inside fishing reserves, which also contributed to larger fish in
nearby areas (Halpern & Warner, 2002). MPAs range in restriction intensity from no-take zones
in which no activities are permitted in the area, to multi-use zones wherein many tourism,
fishing, and aquaculture activities may be permitted (Day et al., 2019). While no-take zones are
often considered the most effective type of MPA for restoring fish assemblages and ecosystems,
it is important to consider that successful MPAs depend on stakeholder support and acceptance
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from local communities (Rahman et al., 2019). No-take areas can cause significant hardships to
local communities that heavily depend on fishing activities (Islam et al., 2017). Thus, IUCN
often advocates for a mixture of protected area categories (Day et al., 2019). However, it is
important to note that no-take MPAs still constitute only a small portion of current total MPA
area (Day et al., 2019).

Defining Transboundary Protected Areas
In order to best conserve the environment and biodiversity, it is integral to have
organized conservation management at the ecosystem level (Zbicz, 2003; Quinn, 2012). Often
ecosystems, ecosystem processes, and species’ ranges within them cross over multiple political
boundaries (Sandwith et al., 2001; Wolmer, 2003) While many protected areas are situated along
international boundaries, nature and biodiversity does not recognize these political delineations,
and inconsistent conservation policies and legislation on each side may hinder conservation
effectiveness (Zbicz, 1999). Thus, transboundary conservation may be an effective solution to
promoting the conservation of larger ecosystems spanning these borders (Vasilijević, 2015).
Transboundary conservation aims to encourage cooperation across international
boundaries in order to achieve shared conservation goals (Vasilijević, 2015). Transboundary
Conservation Areas (TBCA) vary in specific management parameters and include four main
categories: Transboundary Protected Areas (TBPAs), Transboundary Conservation (and
Development) Areas, Parks for Peace, and Transboundary Migration Conservation Areas
(Vasilijević, 2015; Mittermeier, 2005).
Transboundary Protected Areas are defined as:
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“an area of land and/or sea that straddles one or more boundaries between states,
subnational units such as provinces and regions, autonomous areas and/or areas beyond
the limits of national sovereignty or jurisdiction, whose constituent parts are especially
dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and
associated cultural resources, and managed co-operatively through legal or other effective
means” (Sandwith et al., 2001, pg. 3).

Often, transboundary conservation implies international cooperation, though it may also include
cooperation between adjacent sub-national jurisdictions (Sandwith et al., 2001). Additionally
levels of cooperation range from regular communication and information sharing to more
integrated joint management planning and joint implementation of decisions (Vasilijević, 2015).
Marine ecosystems are wholly interconnected, and their system functions depend on
complex ecological processes (Sandwith et al., 2001). The development of TBMPAs may
facilitate more effective conservation management for an entire ecoregion, due to the promotion
of increased sharing of information, resources, and strategies, both within and beyond one
jurisdiction’s borders (Guerreiro et al., 2010). For example, the Wadden Sea, located between
Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands, has been managed through progressively formalized
cooperation over the years (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012; Sandwith et al., 2001). In 1987 there
was a trilateral formal agreement to manage the Wadden Sea as an ecological unit (Sandwith et
al., 2001), and trilateral governmental conferences take place every 3-4 years to aid in
developing a more efficient common management plan (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
Turtle Islands Heritage Protected Area is another example of a TBMPA composed of
nine islands across the Philippines and Malaysia, and located within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape.
It was the first formal TBMPA to be jointly established, administrated, and managed to protect
migratory marine turtles and the surrounding ecosystem, and it has additional significance due to
8

it being created despite conflict over the maritime border between these countries (Guerreiro da
Silva et al., 2012).

History of Transboundary Conservation
Ideas for collaborative protected area arrangements have existed in various forms
throughout history. For example, in the 18th century the King of France and Prince-Bishop of
Basel created a Treaty of Alliance in order to better protect forests and wildlife along their shared
border (Quinn, 2012). Later, in 1924, Poland and Czechoslovakia signed the Krakow Protocol,
which led to the creation of three neighboring park areas intended to preserve natural lands
(Schoon, 2011). However, the first official transboundary protected area was Waterton-Glacier
International Peace Park, which was formed as a partnership between Canada and the United
States in 1932 (Mittermeier et al., 2005). Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park was later
deemed an UNESCO World Heritage site, serving to both aid conservation efforts and
commemorate peace and friendship between the two countries (Mittermeier et al., 2005). The
London Convention Relative to the Preservation of Fauna and Flora in their Natural State was
signed in Europe the following year (Schoon, 2011). This document further promoted
transboundary conservation by calling for transboundary consultation and cooperation when
protected areas were being created next to those in other nation-states (Schoon, 2011).
Transboundary conservation has been increasingly focused on and promoted by
conservationists as a major tool for environmental protection (Vasilijević, 2015). Global growth
in the number of TBPAs has been driven by initiatives of the World Bank, International Union
for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), and other international non-governmental organizations
(Schoon, 2011). While there were only 59 TBPAs in 1988, this number rapidly expanded to an
9

estimated 227 by 2007 (Schoon, 2011). Additionally, there are currently over 3000 protected
areas located on or near international boundaries, with many possessing potential for
transboundary protected area developments (McCallum, 2015). However, many internationally
adjoining protected areas still exhibit minimal to non-existent cooperation (Busch, 2007).
Various groups, such as IUCN, Conservation International, the Peace Parks Foundation, and ProNatura have adopted explicit goals to establish more transboundary protected areas and
contribute to continued TBPA growth (Busch, 2007).

Benefits of Transboundary Conservation
Transboundary protected areas are beneficial for many reasons. Habitat availability is
vital to species persistence, and conservation goals have been shown to be best met by larger
protected areas (McCallum, 2015). Larger habitats allow species to have increased dispersal
opportunities and greater access to resources (McCallum, 2015). Thus, transboundary protected
areas provide ecological benefits by increasing the size of species’ contiguous habitat, and by
preserving connectivity. Habitat connectivity is also particularly important for allowing
uninterrupted environmental processes like nutrient flows, and for allowing the movement of
wildlife possessing large home ranges and migration pathways (Huffard et al., 2012). Increased
protected area size may also limit invasive species impacts and unwanted human activities in
core zones by increasing distances between the protected areas’ edges and their cores
(McCallum, 2015).
Transboundary protected areas can also enhance management efficiency and
conservation organization through increasing transboundary communication and the sharing of
knowledge and resources (Vasilijević et al., 2015; Sandwith et al., 2001). For example,
10

cooperation can improve cross-border control of problems such as natural disasters, poaching,
smuggling, and pollution by pooling monitoring and enforcement resources (McCallum, 2015;
Sandwith et al., 2001). Crises management may also be improved through greater information
sharing regarding early warnings, threat analyses, and containment updates (McCallum, 2015).
Increasing efficiency and decreasing redundant expenditures may benefit transboundary
management organizations economically (McCallum, 2015). Moreover, transboundary
conservation work can amplify interest and investment from external sources, such as
international conservation Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), around the world, which
may benefit local communities by providing resources that they would not otherwise have access
to (Metcalfe, 2003).
Transboundary collaboration can foster additional socio-economic benefits for
stakeholders in the conservation area. For example, transboundary tourism promotion may lead
to increased revenues and economic growth among communities (McCallum, 2015).
Additionally, increased conservation in protected areas can have spillover benefits as protected
resources such as fish stocks expand into surrounding areas and are able to increase local
harvests more sustainably (Mittermeier et al., 2005). Transboundary conservation may also help
reduce tension and conflict between neighboring countries by uniting groups in a shared goal,
particularly for areas that implement Peace Park designations (Mittermeier et al., 2005; Sandwith
et al., 2001). This can lead to improved international relations, increased collaboration in other
facets of politics, and greater cultural sharing (Sandwith et al., 2001).
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Transboundary Governance
Defining Transboundary Governance
Governance can be defined as “the interaction among structures, processes and traditions
that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are taken and how
citizens or other stakeholder have their say” (Graham et al., 2003, pg. 2). Transboundary
conservation governance, in particular, involves making decisions and resolving conflict for the
management of TBCAs (Vasilijević et al., 2015), where management “involves operational
decisions to achieve specific conservation outcomes” (Armitage et al., 2012, pg. 245)
Protected areas can be governed at different scales and by a variety of governance types,
with four main approaches including governance by governments, shared governance, private
governance and governance by Indigenous people and local communities (Day et al., 2019;
Dudley, 2008). To meet IUCN definitions of a Transboundary Protected Area in particular, there
must be some degree of cooperation between protected areas on either side of the area’s shared
boundaries (Mittermeier et al., 2005). Thus, transboundary governance falls under the shared
governance category and involves utilizing complex institutional mechanisms and processes to
share management authority and responsibility among multiple actors (Dudley, 2008).
Forms of shared governance vary. For example, one form of shared governance may
involve an aspect of collaborative management, wherein individual agencies possess their own
authority and responsibility over decision-making, but the agencies agree to inform or consult
other each other and other stakeholders (Dudley, 2008). In contrast, another form of shared
governance may utilize joint management, which involves agencies (and potentially other actors)
sharing some level of authority and responsibility over decision-making through the creation of a
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transboundary management body containing actors from the multiple agencies (Dudley, 2008).
Guerreiro et al. (2010) describes five ways in which transboundary MPAs can be organized
toward increasing levels of joint cooperation and communication, from independently
established and managed MPAs with common ecosystem objectives, to trilateral sub-regional
diplomatic and management agreements that involve the joint establishment of transboundary
MPAs and high levels of integration and potentially formal treaties.

Importance of Transboundary Governance
Protected areas are essential to conservation but must be integrated into other structures
and processes of environmental governance that can meet wider societal concerns to be
successful in the long-term (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). Discussing governance and
management as distinct, though closely related, aspects of conservation is important to focusing
on both the technical and political aspects of conservation (Borrini-Feyerabend & Hill, 2015).
Conservation governance aims to balance the needs of human and economic development with
conserving biodiversity (Borrini-Feyerabend & Hill, 2015).
While international boundaries are important to governing and managing political affairs,
nature does not acknowledge these boundaries (Sandwith et al., 2001; Wolmer, 2003). Thus, in
order to effectively conserve transboundary resources, cooperation must occur between
international authorities as well as between actors at the local community scale (Zbicz, 2003).
While TBPAs are meant to transcend political boundaries, in practice they are intrinsically
political entities to be managed and governed (Wolmer, 2003). Addressing governance is a
significant component of protected area management because governance is a significant factor
in determining protected area coverage, efficiency of management, and appropriateness and
13

equity of decisions (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). The most effective transboundary
governance is collaborative, nested, and adaptive in order to meet the needs of diverse
stakeholders and address complex changes (Vasilijević, 2015).

Top Down vs. Bottom-Up Approaches
Top-down versus bottom-up approaches have been a source of tension in the governance
of protected areas, as top-down approaches tend to prioritize centralized power and conservation
while bottom-up approaches often prioritize local development needs (Wolmer, 2003).
Differences in these approaches within various contexts can strengthen or weaken the political
legitimacy of protected area governance (Wolmer, 2003).
Top-down approaches can be especially important to achieving broader biodiversity
conservation objectives through establishing larger protected areas (Gaymer et al., 2014). Topdown governance may have a greater magnitude of resources from the State, in addition to the
ability and capacity to manage large areas more consistently (Gaymer et al., 2014). However,
community based MPAs are more likely to attain compliance, as users that live near the
protected area experience direct impacts and benefits related to its use and conservation (Gaymer
et al., 2014). The dichotomy between ecological and socio-economic impacts of conservation
can create conflicts in governance and management, particularly concerning the form of
participation and decision-making processes prioritized (Pieracini, 2015). Thus, the effectiveness
of MPAs is significantly impacted by managers’ abilities to recognize necessary governance,
management, and local development inputs, such as participatory processes that fairly distribute
MPA benefits among local people (Bennett & Dearden, 2014).
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In many cases, a merged approach is recommended in order to balance the needs and
goals of stakeholders at different scales (Jones, 2012). Collaboratively managed MPAs involve
power that is shared between national governments and the communities that depend on
ecosystems for their livelihoods (Dunning, 2018). Coordinating diverse institutions at different
scales allows for contextual complexities to be addressed with various forms of governance
(Fidelman et al., 2012).
Formalized TBPAs are largely driven by top-down approaches, which can give rise to
concerns when marginalized local communities are not consulted or fairly represented in
decision-making processes (Wolmer, 2003). Effective participatory processes with consistent
engagement over time, transparent communication, and goals surrounding fostering benefits for
communities are important to successfully addressing community resistance (Gaymer et al.,
2014; Turner et al., 2014). Creating and maintaining representative, effectively managed MPAs
and MPA networks requires both substantial funding and political support from local, regional,
national, and international entities (Laffoley et al., 2008). Moreover, the governance of largescale systems requires recognizing their heterogenous, multi-scale and interlinked nature
(Fidelman et al., 2012). Vertical and horizontal integration is an important attribute to policy,
governance, and management success because these efforts can be strengthened by linkages to
other reinforcing policies and projects (Araral & Yu, 2013). Stakeholders at different scales have
varying priorities, needs, and perceptions to be balanced, and thus policies and their success are
shaped significantly by the spatial scale(s) of their decision making and governance (Ehler,
2014). Overall, diverse variations and combinations of participation and governance approaches
exists, and the specific approach taken should be informed by the social-ecological context of the
area (Gaymer et al., 2014).
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Keys to Successful Transboundary Governance
When creating a TBPA it is important to consider both social and ecological aspects that
can contribute to successful governance and outcomes (Christie, 2004). Effective transboundary
governance involves leadership, representation, public participation, legitimacy, accountability,
learning, financing, and conflict management (Vasilijević, 2015). The IUCN has created a set of
Protected Area Management Guidelines to advise protected area managers and stakeholders on
how to facilitate good practices (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013; Sandwith et al., 2001). Some
recommended approaches to transboundary governance include promoting shared values across
the boundaries, involving and benefiting local people, obtaining and maintaining decision-maker
support, promoting coordinated and cooperative activities, developing cooperative agreements,
monitoring and assessing progress, and resolving tension and conflict (Sandwith et al., 2001).
Greater communication, for example, often correlates with increased joint biodiversity
management, threat mitigation (from invasive species, pathogens, and pollution), and socioeconomic activity (such as tourism and resource harvesting) (McCallum, 2015).

Challenges of Transboundary Governance
TBPAs must be planned, implemented, evaluated, and adapted to best fit unique
conditions and situations (Wolmer, 2003). Transboundary cooperation may be challenged by
differences in language, culture, politics, and logistics (Zbicz, 1999). Moreover, cooperation
across borders often involves diverse stakeholders with conflicting values, livelihoods, and
needs. Increases in transboundary illegal activities can be driven in part due to stakeholders
being dissatisfied by conservation changes or their lack of voice in conservation decision-making
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(Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012), with these illegal activities potentially jeopardizing security or
leading to broader political tensions (McCallum, 2015).
Additionally, the potential for transboundary cooperation is greatly impacted by the
similarities and differences between governance, political approaches, and financing for the
countries involved (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). Inconsistent mandates from leading agencies
in each country and varying legal frameworks can make transboundary governance challenging
(Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). Some of the largest coordination barriers in European protected
areas, for example, include differences in laws and communication capacities, as well as a lack
of human and economic resources (Mattsson & Vacik, 2017). The establishment of official
coordinating bodies, which help bridge and foster compromise between different institutions, are
often fundamental to successful transboundary cooperation (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
Whereas an inability for stakeholders to coordinate and cooperate can inhibit effective and
ethical conservation practices (Mattson & Vacik, 2017).

Marine Transboundary Governance
Ownership, governance, and management in marine environments may be more nebulous
than in terrestrial environments, where there are typically clearly defined boundaries and
distinctions of public or private ownership (Day et al., 2019; Sandwith et al., 2001). It can be
difficult to demarcate boundaries or restrict entry into an MPA due to the dynamic nature of the
environment, which can complicate the process of enforcing regulations (Day et al., 2019).
Under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), nations have
jurisdiction over their Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) which extend 200 nautical miles (~230
miles) from their shores. Beyond the EEZ waters are designated as High Seas and considered
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“commons” that may be accessed and used by all nations (Day et al., 2019), which can make
governance even more complex and contentious.
International precedence for governing protecting areas beyond areas of national
sovereignty can be found in the Antarctic Treaty System which regulates relations among states
in the Antarctic (Mittermeier et al., 2005). This treaty’s primary purpose is to promote peaceful
interactions and international scientific cooperation in the region (Grant, 2005). While this treaty
was not specifically developed as an instrument for conservation, associated instruments like the
Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources aim to protect and
manage the environment (Grant, 2005). Additionally, in 1992, the Pelagos Sanctuary for
Mediterranean Marine Mammals became the first high-seas MPA, established between France,
Italy, and Monaco. This TBMPA is one of the largest conservation challenges in the
Mediterranean, covering approximately 87,000 km2 (IUCN, 2015). The sanctuary’s creation was
spurred as a response to cetacean bycatch issues, and includes maritime internal waters,
territorial seas, and high seas, with 53% of marine areas being beyond national jurisdiction
(Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). Neither France, Italy, nor Monaco declared exclusive economic
zones within this region, which allowed a greater proportion of the area to be managed by all
three countries as part of the high seas (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). However, while the three
countries are encouraged and have the right to enforce sanctuary regulations, the sanctuary’s
governance structure is limited to a Secretariat that is impaired by a lack of resources and weak
management (IUCN, 2015).
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CHAPTER III: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Case Study Description: The Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
The Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape is a tropical biodiversity hotspot that spans approximately
900,000 km2 between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines (Marine Conservation Institute,
2019). The area is comprised of two large seas (Sulu and Sulawesi/Celebes) and contains most of
the Philippine islands, the most northern islands of Indonesia, and the Malaysian state of Sabah
(DeVantier, 2005) (see Figure 1). The Sulu-Sulawesi ecoregion is one of 64 Large Marine
Ecosystems (LME) around the world, which are characterized by distinct bathymetry,
hydrography, and trophically dependent populations (Kelley, 2016).

Figure 1. A map of the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, from DeVantier, 2005.
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Diverse underwater features, such as seamounts, dynamic currents, and deep seaenvironments are important habitats to many migratory species, such as whales and dolphins, in
the region (Huffard et al., 2012). For example, sperm whales, classified as a vulnerable species,
use the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape as an important calving ground (Huffard et al., 2012). At least
22 whale and dolphin species have been reported in this region (Huffard et al., 2012), and though
the complete population composition and distribution is still unknown, their presence holds
promise in developing increased sustainable ecotourism for the region (Mascia et al., 2010).
Sulu-Sulawesi is globally significant in sustaining multiple sea turtle species. Endangered
Green turtles (Chelonia mydas) move between important nesting and feeding grounds in
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Australia, demonstrating the importance of providing
protective migratory corridors in this region (Huffard et al., 2012). In addition to Green turtles,
Pacific Leatherback turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) and Hawksbill turtles (Eretmochelys
imbricata) also nest on several beaches in the Sulu-Sulawesi region (Huffard et al., 2012). Both
of these turtle species are critically endangered (Tiwari et al., 2013; Mortimer & Donnelly,
2008). In addition to concerns surrounding coastal developments and sea level rise, which can
negatively impact nesting grounds, fisheries activities can lead to high levels of turtle bycatch in
gill nets, fish trawl nets and shrimp trawls (Beliku & Saleh, 2013).
Current threats to the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape include climate change, coastal
development, and over-exploitation (United Nations Development Programme, 2016). An
increase in the frequency and intensity of storms has brought more freshwater to coastal waters,
significantly decreasing salinity and harming organisms sensitive to these changes (Asian
Development Bank, 2011). About 70% of coral reefs in this seascape are heavily overfished,
producing under 5 metric tons of fish catch per km per year compared to the remaining 30% of
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the reef, which produces approximately 15 metric tons per km per year (DeVantier, 2005).
Additionally, destructive blast and cyanide fishing have led to significant losses of coral reef
coverage, and benthic trawling close to these reefs has adversely effected reef community
structure (Glaser et al., 2015; DeVantier, 2005). These illegal and unreported fisheries practices
contribute to a significant proportion of total catch (DeVantier, 2004).
The Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape is of high economic significance to Indonesia, Malaysia, and
the Philippines for its provision of fisheries, tourism, transportation, trade, and commerce
(Miclat, 2006). Approximately 40 million people who live along the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
coasts rely on marine resources for food and their livelihoods (Huffard et al., 2012). Moreover,
the countries’ populations obtain about 60-70% of their animal protein intake from marine
fishes (DeVantier, 2005). However, integral government departments are limited by a lack of
qualified staff and adequate funding (DeVantier, 2005). Many of the region’s people live in
poverty, and rising populations have promoted the migration of people from Indonesia and the
Philippines to the Malaysian part of the region and abroad (Cola, 2001). Urbanization,
industrialization, and reliance on resource extraction is expected to rise, and the growing
population is expected to reach nearly 70 million by 2035 (DeVantier, 2005). This may also
lead to higher levels of resource inequity among the population. For example, urbanization
may increase food security for wealthier people that gain greater access to trade networks, but
may also shift distributions away from poorer consumers (Carolan, 2017).
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines all depend on the sustainability of SuluSulawesi and its resources. Table 1 shows the proportions of the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape region
under each country’s rule, highlighting that the Philippines portion of Sulu-Sulawesi is the
largest by a substantial amount, followed by Malaysia, and then Indonesia. Sustainability and
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sustainable development concepts have evolved and expanded over time, but often focus on
balancing both social and ecological well-being, in order to meet the needs of both the present
and future (Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010). Shared boundaries, ecosystem resources, and
environmental dynamics justify a transboundary ecoregion approach to conservation in the SuluSulawesi Seascape. However, a majority of protected areas in this region involve only small,
community-level marine reserves (White et al., 2014).

Table 1. Characteristics of the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, from DeVantier, 2005 (EROS Data
Center, 2003, ESRI 2002)
Country
Country Area
Country Area
Percentage of
Percentage
in the SSS
Total (km2)
Country in the
of the SSS
2
Region (km )
SSS Region (%)
Region in
Country (%)
Indonesia
106,900
1,826,440
32.1
5.9
Malaysia
60,220
328,550
18.1
18.3
Philippines
166,080
298,170
49.8
55.7
Total
333,200

Marine Protected Areas in Sulu-Sulawesi
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines have legally defined protected areas for coastal
and marine habitats in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, many of which contain coral reefs
(DeVantier, 2004). The first formal MPAs in Sulu-Sulawesi were established in 1974, with
Sumilon Island Marine Sanctuary being established in the Philippines (Post, 2016) and Tunku
Abdul Rahman Park being created in Malaysia (ReefBase, 2020). The first Sulu-Sulawesi MPA
in Indonesia was established not long after, with Bunaken National Marine Park’s foundation in
1975 (Dirhamsyah, 2016). In total, there are currently more than 200 MPAs in the region, many
of which contain coral reef ecosystems (DeVantier, 2005).
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However, MPAs in this region are not consistently monitored and their status and
progress are often not well documented, frequently leading to ineffective governance and
management, and non-functioning “paper parks” (Post, 2016). Additionally, while Indonesia and
Malaysia have established some larger MPAs (White et al., 2014), most of the protected areas in
Sulu-Sulawesi remain small, local government-based marine reserves (particularly within the
Philippines (White et al., 2014)). These small reserves are typically disconnected, lack sufficient
management and enforcement resources, and contribute to a relatively small coverage of the
diverse habitat (Huffard et al., 2012; DeVantier, 2005). Thus, while the establishment of MPAs
can improve survival rates of marine life and endangered species (Gormley et al., 2012),
fragmented regional protection for species with wide home ranges may not provide sufficient
risk reduction and survival benefits to meet conservation goals.

Marine Protected Areas and Fisheries Conflicts
Addressing the dichotomy between ecological and socio-economic impacts of MPAs and
conservation can be challenging. Historically, international and national management objective
have often failed to address socio-economic and cultural aspects of fisheries management, which
has often led to the needs of local fisheries communities being ignored (Elliott et al., 2001). This
can spur local resentment, conflict, and a lack of compliance with top-down regulations, which
significantly undermine environmental conservation efforts (Pieracini, 2015).
These issues can be seen in Indonesia’s Wakatobi National Park, which is located in
Southeast Sulawesi and was established in 1996 through a centrally planned and controlled
system of management (Elliott et al., 2001). While Indonesia has claimed to support communitybased management regimes, bottom-up and collaborative management approaches have been
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limited by emerging national and international resource markets, a lack of defensible marine
boundaries, centralized government policies, and a history of corruption (Elliott et al., 2001).
Locals are expected to comply with strict top-down regulations, which have often prohibited all
local fishing activity in many of the coast’s most desirable fishing territories (Elliott et al., 2001).
Approximately 76,000 people live in or near Wakatobi National Park, and many of these
coastal inhabitants rely heavily on subsistence fishing to survive (Elliott et al., 2001). A lack of
alternative sustainable livelihoods in these coastal communities decrease their resilience to
changes in resource access and makes sustainable development more challenging overall (Elliott
et al., 2001). For example, many of the coastal environments in or near this park are unsuitable
for agricultural activities, and there are management concerns that increased tourism
development could lead to even greater environmental degradation due to increased development
and resource extraction for tourists (Elliott et al., 2001). Thus, restrictive regulations affecting
coastal livelihoods, created without any consideration of community concerns, have often been
ignored and poorly enforced at the local level.
In order to foster compromises and overcome tensions regarding governance and
management, it is important to increase the participation and representation of local stakeholders
in decision-making processes (Pieracini, 2015). This could increase the possibility of creating
solutions that benefit both environmental concerns and community livelihoods. Potential
compromise in Wakatobi National Park, for example, may be found in the fact that many locals
are interested in increasing marine resource sustainability and express a willingness to help build
capacity by collectively monitoring themselves, if they would be given a greater role in shaping
regulations (Elliott et al., 2001).
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Marine Protected Areas and Marginalized Communities
Within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, property and access rights can affect different ethnic
groups unevenly. The Sama-Bajau (often called “Jomo Sama” by community members, and
“Bajau” by outsiders) are a tribe who have spread to various parts of Maritime Southeast Asia
(including the coasts off Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines) (Jeon, 2019). Historically, the
Sama-Bajau have long lived in houseboats along seafood trade routes, rather than settling in
specific areas (Jeon, 2019). The Sama-Bajau largely form their identity based on their language
and way of life, and among this ethnic group there are multiple sub-groups with distinct dialects,
cultures, and religions (Jeon, 2019). Ultimately, there are several hypotheses about the origins of
the Sama-Bajau, with many claiming they dispersed under different circumstances or came from
different areas (such as the Malay Peninsula versus the Sulu islands of the Philippines) (Jeon,
2019).
These migratory populations often participate in mobilized subsistence and artisanal
commercial fishing practices, which can be severely limited by MPA establishment (Foale et al,
2013). Sama-Bajau communities are generally landless, and their role as non-resident fishers
contributes to higher levels of blame for overfishing and destructive fishing impact (Stacey et al.,
2012). These groups have historically been perceived as a significant threat to biodiversity, and
management efforts in Indonesia have often aimed to “settle” these communities (Foale et al.,
2013; Stacey et al., 2012). These judgements are related to assumptions that all human presence
and activities have a negative impact on conservation, and that the impacts of involuntarily
restriction of access can be balanced by the gains of conservation (Argawal & Redford, 2009).
These conservation strategies have also been heavily influenced by Western concepts of
conservation, which have historically required the exclusion of subsistence demands and
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considered only centralized and trained bureaucracies as capable management powers
(Lasgorceix & Kothari, 2009).
While Sama-Bajau people are increasingly settling down in recent years, settlement can
be harmful and disruptive to Sama-Bajau individuals and their ways of life. Mobility has long
provided vital adaptability to these communities and supported their social and economic
viability (Foale et al., 2013). Being forced or coerced to settle has led to a displacement from
their normal range within the marine environment. Displacement inherently involves a loss of
access to resources and a restriction on livelihoods or future income related to natural resources
(Argawal & Redford, 2009). Forced settlement in new areas may also cause unanticipated
consequences. For example, the introduction of people to new sites may lead to greater
degradation of natural ecosystems in these areas (Lasgorceix & Kothari, 2009). These
involuntary processes are also traumatic, both economically and culturally. Subsistence fishers
may suffer from being moved to areas with lower resource quality (Foale et al, 2013) or be
forced to change their occupation with little time to learn new skills (Lasgorceix & Kothari,
2009). Additionally, the equity of land distribution and compensation can also alter class
structure, community competition for resources, and income generation (Lasgorceix & Kothari,
2009).
Issues of another iteration of displacement have arisen in Tun Sakaran Marine Park in
Malaysia. Nearly all of the Sama-Bajau people in this region are semi-settled and stateless, being
neither Indonesian, Malaysian, nor Philippine citizens (Westlund et al., 2017). Tun Sakaran
Marine Park’s conservation and preservation zones prohibit all resource consumption for the
primary goal of “sustainability”. However, this has pushed Sama-Bajau communities living in
the park to fish further into pelagic zones and largely shifted practices from spear fishing to hook
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and line fishing techniques (Westlund et al., 2017). A lack of land rights has limited Sama-Bajau
peoples’ ability to grow agriculture, and without citizenship they are not allowed to obtain
licenses to cultivate seaweed (Westlund et al., 2017). These limitations make it difficult for
Sama-Bajau individuals to engage in the market economy and further increase their food
insecurity (Westlund et al., 2017).
Additionally, displacement of Sama-Bajau people themselves has become more common
due to broader political restrictions. After an invasion of Sabah by the Philippines in 2013, much
of the eastern portion of state was designated the Eastern Sabah Security Zone (Westlund et al.,
2017). Due to not being citizens, Sama-Bajau communities have been targeted by this security
regime for deportation, with those that are able to continue residence facing new policies that
even more severely restrict their fishing activities (Westlund et al., 2017).
Arguments against displacement for conservation, particularly forced and
induced/coerced displacement, began to appear in the late 1980s (Argawal & Redford, 2009).
Displacement disputes have often focused on indigenous people, who are more likely to be
viewed as deserving of consideration and fair compensation (Brockington & Wilkie, 2015).
However, it is also important to consider the needs and rights of some non-indigenous groups,
such as Sama-Bajau people, who may also have legitimate rights and roles as stakeholders
(Brockington & Wilkie, 2015). Ethical displacement for conservation and development goals
involves more positive-future and positive-historical programs of action. These involve the
creation of voluntary agreements and fair compensation packages, so that displaced people are
left “no worse off” if displacement occurs (Argawal & Redford, 2009).
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Potential of Transboundary Marine Protected Areas in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
Increased connectivity and implementation of TBMPAs could help to increase
cooperative and synergistic protection across spatial scales (Guerreiro et al., 2010; Sandwith et
al., 2001). As mentioned previously, Malaysia and the Philippines have an established binational agreement through the Turtle Islands Heritage Protected Area, which is one of the few
transboundary management projects between the countries (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012;
DeVantier, 2005). The protected area includes six islands in the Philippines and three in
Malaysia, which contain and preserve vital nesting grounds for many marine turtles in the region
(Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
The increase in promotion of ecoregion level protected areas has led to further
development of international conservation initiatives in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. In 1999, the
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) launched the Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion
Conservation Program (Miclat, 2006), recognizing the region as a special management area of
high global priority. This program sought to implement immediate conservation actions and
create an Ecoregion Conservation Plan with a 50-year biodiversity conservation goal (Miclat,
2006). Then, in 2004, Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to conserve the Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion, and in 2006, the three countries
ratified an Ecoregion Conservation Plan (Sub-Committee on MPAs and Networks, 2009). This
led to the establishment of the Trinational Committee and sub-committees designed to
implement programs of work addressing Threatened, Charismatic, and Endangered Species;
Sustainable Fisheries; and Marine Protected Areas and Networks (Sub-Committee on MPAs and
Networks, 2009). The action plan of the Sub-committee on MPAs and Networks seeks to support
effective management of MPAs and networks “to maintain the full range of sustainable marine
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resources and provide the long-term socio-economic and cultural needs of human communities”
(Sub-Committee on MPAs and Networks, 2009, pg. 6).
The Coral Triangle Initiative on Coral Reefs, Fisheries, and Food Security (CTI-CFF)
was also proposed in 2007, as an intergovernmental agreement between Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Timor Leste, Papua New Guinea, and the Solomon Islands (White et al., 2014;
Fidelman et al., 2012). Through this agreement, the countries developed a Regional Plan of
Action, later adopted in 2009, to address threats to Coral Triangle ecosystems though
collaborative action while considering multi-stakeholder participation (Fidelman et al., 2012).
This initiative has helped increase management capacity, leadership, and conservation planning,
but challenges to effectively linking institutions across governance levels remain (Christie et al.,
2016). While these countries share similar coastal management issues, each has distinct
ecological, social, cultural, and governance arrangements for establishing and managing MPAs,
and effectiveness and meaningful participation continue to be insufficient for effective
management (White et al., 2014).

Governance Structures and Ministries:
Indonesia:
Indonesian politics changed from a centralized authoritarian regime to a decentralized
democracy after Suharto stepped down from presidency following protests in 1998 (Carnegie,
2008), and the country is currently a presidential republic (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020).
The country has a civil law system which is based on Roman-Dutch Law due to influence from
its Dutch colonial occupation (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). Since gaining independence,
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its modern law has also been influenced by Islamic law and traditional customary laws, which
were developed before exposure to Western civilization among its over 300 ethnic and subethnic groups (Laiman et al., 2015).
Within Indonesia, there are three institutions responsible for governing marine
management and conservation: (1) the Ministry of Environment and Forestry (MEF); (2) the
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (MMAF) and (3) regional governments at the
provincial and district/city levels (Dirhamsyah, 2016). Indonesian MPAs are administered at the
national level but managed at a regional/district level (Dirhamsyah, 2016). Historically, most of
Indonesia’s MPAs were combined terrestrial and marine parks administered by the MEF, though
the MMAF took over the administration of subtidal MPAs more recently (White et al., 2014). In
2004 the Regional Government Act No. 32 allowed district and provincial governments to
declare and administer MPAs; however, this act was replaced in 2014 by Regional Government
Act No. 23, which once again restricted rights to establish MPAs to the central government
(Dirhamsyah, 2016).

Malaysia:
Malaysia practices parliamentary democracy with a constitutional monarchy (Central
Intelligence Agency, 2020). While most Malaysian states have hereditary rulers, Sabah and
Sarawak in East Malaysia have governors appointed by the government (Central Intelligence
Agency, 2020; Fidelman et al., 2012). The country’s legal system is primarily based on English
common law, but also utilizes customary law and Islamic law (Central Intelligence Agency,
2020; Fidelman et al., 2012). Overall, policymaking in Malaysia is largely a centralized and topdown process (Dunning, 2018). However, the country has started to allow more community
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participation in its Marine Park management. For example, the federal government sought aid
from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in 2007 to develop the Conserving
Marine Biodiversity Through Enhanced Marine Park Management and Inclusive Island
Development initiative, which sought to engage fishing villages in a more consultative process of
management planning (Dunning, 2018).
At the national level, most marine areas in Malaysia are managed by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Agro-based Industry’s Department of Fisheries, and by the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Environment’s Department of Marine Park Malaysia (International Coral Reef
Initiative, 2019). However, in East Malaysia, MPAs in the state of Sarawak are managed by the
Sarawak Forestry Department, and MPAs in the state of Sabah are managed by Sabah Parks as
well as the Sabah Wildlife Department (International Coral Reef Initiative, 2019). In 2004 the
Marine Parks division was moved from the Ministry of Agriculture’s Department of Fisheries to
the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment, which corresponded with an increased
focus on managing coral resources rather than just enforcing simple fishing bans (Dunning,
2018). However, this change also led to a legal mismatch that made some sanctions more
difficult to enforce, as the original Fisheries Act setting up Marine Parks still allocated
enforcement power to the Ministry of Agriculture (Dunning, 2018).

Philippines:
The Philippines returned to a presidential republic after a period of Martial Law in 1986
with the adoption of the Freedom Constitution (Santos-Ong, 2015). The country has a mixed
legal system of civil (Roman), common (Anglo-American), Islamic, and customary law (Central
Intelligence Agency, 2020). This relatively unique legal combination resulted from the
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immigration of Muslim Malays in the 1300s, and subsequent colonization of the islands by Spain
and the United States (Santos-Ong, 2015).
In the Philippines, MPAs are established at the national level by the National Integrated
Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act, or at the local level by municipal government planning
and ordinances (Post, 2016; White et al., 2014). The three jurisdictions with the authority to
establish and manage MPAs are the Department of Environment and Natural Resources
(DENR), Department of Agriculture- Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (DA-BFAR) or
local government units (White et al., 2006). Additionally, provincial governments help sustain
MPAs by aiding municipalities with technical assistance, training, policy guidance, and funding
(Post, 2016). Local government units are the most active jurisdiction contributing to MPA
establishment and management, though they are often given the assistance of DA-BFAR (White
et al., 2006). Table 2 below compares key governance characteristics between Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Philippines.
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Table 2. Governance and marine management characteristics in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
Country

Indonesia

Malaysia

Philippines

Government
Type

Presidential Republic

Parliamentary
Democracy

Presidential Republic

Legal System

Civil law based on
Roman-Dutch Model.

Common Law based on
English Model/

Mixed System.
Includes: Civil,
Common, Islamic, and
Customary Law

Also influenced by
Islamic and Customary
Law.

Also influenced by
Islamic and Customary
Law.

Central
Government
Fisheries
Institutions

Ministry of Marine
Affairs and Fisheries

Ministry of Agriculture
and Food IndustriesDepartment of
Fisheries

Department of
Agriculture- Bureau of
Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources

Central
Government
MPA
Institutions

Ministry of
Environment and
Forestry

Sabah Parks

Department of
Environment and
Natural Resources

MPA
Establishment
and
Management

Sabah Wildlife
Department
Mixed approach,
somewhat more of a
top-down approach.

Primarily a top-down
approach.

Management at
Establishment restricted national and state level.
to Central Government.

Mixed approach.
Local governments
most active in
establishment and
management.

Management at
regional/district level.

Relations Between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines
Relations between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines are complex and influenced
by layered connections and interactions throughout history, culture, and politics. Regardless,
levels of coordination can be seen through the countries’ participation in a range of international
agreements and initiatives. Within the broader region, Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines
are all part of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which aims to facilitate
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strong political and trade ties. The three countries are also part of key international conventions
such as the Conservation on Biological Diversity, Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, and the World
Heritage Convention (DeVantier, 2005).
Land and maritime negotiations over boundaries are ongoing between Indonesia and
Malaysia, with maritime boundary disputes including the Ambalat oil block in the Sulawesi Sea
(Central Intelligence Agency, 2020). Moreover, cultural tensions have been fostered by a sense
of anti-Malaysianism in Indonesia, due in large part to Malaysia treating Indonesian migrant
workers poorly and allegedly trying to patent Indonesian cultural heritage forms such as batik
textile techniques and wayang shadow theatre (Clark & Pietsch, 2014). Yet a sense of kinship
can be found in the extent to which the countries share common aspects of language and culture,
which diplomats have sought to use to overcome bilateral tension (Clark & Pietsch, 2014; Liow,
2005).
Malaysia and the Philippines also have had a history of cultural and political relations,
with official diplomatic relations beginning in 1959 (Ganesan & Amer, 2010). Historically,
significant tension has existed between Malaysia and the Philippines due to a dispute over the
state of Sabah (Samad & Bakar, 1992). The benefit of economic ties was significant motivation
to set aside these disputes for periods of time (Ganesan & Amer, 2010). However, in 2013, about
200 militants from the southern Philippines arrived in southeast Sabah and sought to stake claims
on the territory on the bases of being descendants form the Sulu sultanate (Tobin, 2019). This
event resulted in 60 deaths and Malaysia increasing its security measures in the region (Tobin,
2019). While direct conflict has eased in recent years, the Philippines still retains a more dormant
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claim to Sabah today, which has prevented bilateral relations from meeting their full potential
(Central Intelligence Agency, 2020; Ganesan & Amer, 2010).
Indonesia and the Philippines have had official diplomatic relations since Indonesia
gained independence in 1949 (Tan-Cullamar, 1993). The Philippines was one of the first
countries to recognize Indonesia as a new state, and the two countries signed a Treaty of
Friendship in 1951 agreeing that conflicts would be resolved through diplomacy and mediation
rather than force (Tan-Cullamar, 1993). Although relations have been tense at times,
collaboration has remained mostly positive between the two countries (Ganesan and Amar,
2010).
Collaboration between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines has often been motivated
on by security concerns in the region. For example, in 1997, Indonesia and the Philippines
Ministry of Defence signed the Agreement on Cooperative Activities in the Field of Defence and
Security in order to increase security cooperation through joint military training and exercises,
border patrol, and information exchange (Febrica, 2014). ASEAN cooperation in recent years
has also been promoted by domestic political considerations; intra-ASEAN tensions; efforts to
combat piracy, smuggling and drug trafficking, and a growing interest in monitoring and
protecting EEZs and fishing areas (South Centre, 2007). For example, in 2017, Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Philippines formally agreed to coordinate naval military efforts in order to
protect their shared seas and coastal communities from the Abu Sayyaf Islamist group who had
committed a series of kidnappings for ransom of foreigners (Guerra, 2017).
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Marine Policies within a Nested International Context in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape
Addressing environmental issues necessitates recognizing issues, mobilizing resources,
and organizing leadership to facilitate change. Thus, the effectiveness of MPAs depends largely
on having a solid governance framework that is created by transparent and enabling institutions
that consider the area’s specific context (Jones, 2014). It is also important to create marine
policies that address appropriate scales of governance and management and the environmental
issue being targeted (Agardy, 2005). Conservation across scales often requires compromising
differing priorities to minimize tensions and conflict that can threaten conservation viability
(Agardy, 2005).
Compared to conservation management interventions, the governing of marine policy is
often developed at a larger (often national and/or global) scale (Agardy, 2005). While global
treaties such as The UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, UN Regional Seas Conventions and
Action Plans, and Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment
from Land-based Activities attempt to create broad and holistic solutions, most of these tools
have not led to effective reversal of environmental degradation (Speth, 2004). This may be due
to challenges that arise from interventions that are not made to fit specific unique circumstances,
and unrealistically ambitious policies that are not supported financially (Agardy, 2005).
Moreover, multiple sets of rules and regulations in different sectors and at different scales may
complement or contradict each other (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). This is a common
institutional problem in Southeast Asia, wherein developmental and environmental policies
between central and provincial governments are often poorly coordinated (Tan, 2004). As MPAs
and broader networks may have a variety of objectives, the most comprehensive MPA system
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involves hierarchical approaches that include work at multiple complementary scales (Fidelman
et al., 2012; Agardy, 2005).
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines are parties to many of the same international
treaties and conventions that influence marine governance (see Table 3). These serve to establish
shared goals and guidelines to resource use and conservation. Countries also have national
policies that attempt to address similar issues regarding the fisheries industry, the establishment
and management of MPAs, and marine environmental quality regulations. Similarities in marine
policies between the countries and across scales may provide windows of opportunity for
collaborative policy and management, whereas differences may create barriers or lead to
conflicts across boundaries (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013).
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Table 3. International policies and agreements affecting coastal and marine resource governance
and management of Indonesia, Malaysia, and/or the Philippines.
International Policies and Agreements
Convention on the Law of
Provides coastal States sovereign rights in a 200-nautical mile
the Sea, 1994
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) with respect to natural
resources and certain economic activities, and the ability to
Includes: Indonesia,
exercise jurisdiction over marine science research and
Malaysia, Philippines.
environmental protection.
All States enjoy the traditional freedoms of navigation,
overflight, scientific research, and fishing on the high seas;
they are obliged to adopt, or cooperate with other States in
adopting, measures to manage and conserve living resources.
States are bound to prevent and control marine pollution and
are liable for damage caused by violation of their international
obligations to combat such pollution.

Convention on Migratory
Species (CMS), 1979
Includes: Philippines.

Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), 1992
Includes: Indonesia,
Malaysia, Philippines.

(United Nations, 2018)
Determines policy and provide guidance on specific issues
through Strategic Pans and Action Plans regarding the
conservation and management of terrestrial, aquatic, and avian
migratory species.
(Convention on Migratory Species Secretariat, 2019)
A legally binding treaty that aims to promote conservation of
biodiversity, sustainable use of biodiversity, and fair and
equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the use of
genetic resources.
(Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
2000)
Aims to ensure international trade in specimens of wild
animals and plants does not threaten survival.

Convention on
International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES),
A framework adopted by parties into their own domestic
1975
legislation.
Includes: Indonesia,
Malaysia, Philippines
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Research Methodology
This thesis study was composed of two primary research phases. In the first Phase, I
completed a policy analysis of legislation governing national fisheries, coastal zones and
protected areas, and environmental quality related to the Sulu-Sulawesi region. In the second
Phase, I utilized semi-structured interviews to explore perceptions of marine management,
governance, conservation, and transboundary coordination in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. The
analyses of these two phases of research are complementary to each other because policies
significantly provide for the ability for marine management and conservation to develop
participatory processes that consider the needs of diverse stakeholders. Additionally, on-theground governance and management efficacy, which may be shared through interviews with
stakeholders, can reveal how governance integration, actual management capacities, and
stakeholder relations to each other and authorities can affect how well policies are implemented
in practice.

Phase I: Policy Analysis
Through this study’s policy analysis, I sought to explore the degree of similarities and
differences between policies regarding the governance and management of fisheries, coastal
zones and protected areas, and environmental quality in Sulu-Sulawesi, for Indonesia, Malaysia,
and the Philippines. This review helps to better understand how consistent these policies are
between the countries in their goals, restrictions, processes, and potential outcomes for the SuluSulawesi Seascape. Since inconsistent regulations of a common resource and varying legal
frameworks can pose a challenge to transboundary governance (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012),
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policy analysis findings may help increase understanding of barriers to successful coordination,
governance, and management in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. This analysis also helps reveal
policy similarities that could provide windows of opportunity for increased collaboration and
collaborative management.
In order to bound the number of policy documents analyzed and highlight policies that
may more strongly impact transboundary coordination, I focused my analysis on core central
governance and management policies that provide the foundation fisheries regulations, coastal
zone and protected area management, and environmental quality regulations. These policies were
all implemented at the national level, except for Malaysia’s coastal zones and protected areas
policy. This was due to parks and protected areas in Malaysia being governed at the state level,
compared to the country’s fisheries and environmental quality regulations. Thus, the protected
areas policy analyzed for this country is administered by the State of Sabah, which covers the
portion of the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape governed by Malaysia. I collected policy documents from
legal archives online, including ECOLEX (2021), FAOLEX (2021), and NATLEX (2021),
which shared official English translations of all policies selected. I then deductively coded
policies for elements that may contribute to collaborative governance. The policies chosen for
comparison can be found in Table 4 below.

Data Analysis
I analyzed foundational policies addressing fisheries, coastal zones and protected areas
and environmental quality for Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines, based on a variety of
elements that were identified through research literature and the coding process as important to
potential collaborative policies and governance (see Table 5). For example, literature showed
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that participation is a key aspect of successful governance that involves diverse stakeholder
involvement, communication and collaboration, and equitable power delegation (Newig et al.,
2018). Similarly, facilitative leadership is important to convening diverse parties and guiding
successful collaboration and policy implementation (Ansell & Gash, 2007). A collaborative
process also depends on a commitment to trust-building and shared values, which can be fostered
by policies that provide stakeholder incentives and enable open dialogue platforms (Ansell &
Gash, 2007). Information dissemination is an important process for fostering a shared
understanding of rules and regulations that reaches local scales (Tupper et al., 2015). Moreover,
policy acceptance is vital to effective governance, and this attribute is reflected in levels of
monitoring, compliance, and enforcement (Newig et al., 2018; Ehler, 2014). I did not analyze
some elements across all categories of policies (fisheries, coastal zones and protected areas, and
environmental quality) due to them being irrelevant to that specific type of policy (e.g. the
endangered species and marine megafauna element and environmental quality documents), or
due to them not being substantially addressed.
After I created a general matrix of elements of interest for analysis, I coded policies using
NVivo qualitative data software. By examining these policies in detail, I also identified some
additional elements of interest. These elements stood out as important to affecting potential
transboundary consistency and coordination, due to them being heavily emphasized within a
category of documents or having notable distinctions between the policies. For example, some
policies addressed issues such as endangered species and marine megafauna, traditional law
recognition, or funding and economic measures, that others did not, which may reveal
differences in country priorities at higher policy levels.
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Table 4. Central policies affecting coastal and marine resource governance, management, and
conservation in Indonesia, Malaysia, and/or the Philippines.
Country
Fisheries Policies
Description
Indonesia (IF)
Law of the Republic of
Stipulates provisions on fish resource use
Indonesia No. 31/2004
(catching or breeding) in the EEZ and the
Concerning Fishery (IF)
open seas to ensure preservation and
environmental protection.
(NATLEX, 2021; ECOLEX, 2021)
Malaysia (MF)
Laws of Malaysia Act 317 Relates to fisheries conservation,
Fisheries Act 1985 (MF)
governance, management, and development.
(ECOLEX, 2021)
Philippines (PF)
Republic of the
Mandates for management of fisheries and
Philippines Republic Act
aquatic resources in order to achieve food
No. 8550 (PF)
security.
(Marine Wild Fauna Watch of the
Philippines, Inc., 2014)
Country
Coastal Zones and
Description
Protected Areas Policies
Indonesia (IP1)
Act of the Republic of
Promotes the development of nature reserve
Indonesia No. 5/1990
areas (strict nature reserve areas and
Conservation of Living
wildlife reserve areas) and nature
Resources and Their
sustainable areas.
Ecosystems (IP1)
(Dirhamsyah, 2016)
Indonesia (IP2)
Law of the Republic of
Provides for the governance and
Indonesia No. 27/2007 On management of coastal areas and isles,
Management of Coastal
particularly regarding: planning, utilization,
Zone and Small Islands
conservation, disaster mitigation, coastal
(IP2)
reclamation, rehabilitation, rights and
access, conflict settlement, and elaboration
of related international conventions.
(ECOLEX, 2021)
Malaysia- Sabah
State of Sabah No. 6 Parks Serves to outline provisions and control of
(MP)
Enactment of 1984
National Parks and Reserve in Sabah.
(FAOLEX, 2021)
Philippines (PP)
Republic Act No. 7586
Provides for the establishment and
National Integrated
management of national integrated
Protected Areas System
protected areas systems, defining scope and
Act of 1992
coverage.
(ECOLEX, 2021)
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Country
Indonesia (IE)

Environmental Quality
Policies
The Law on
Environmental Protection
and Management, Law
No. 32/2009

Malaysia (ME)

Laws of Malaysia Act 127
Environmental Quality
Act 1974

Philippines (PE1)

Presidential Decree No.
1121 (PE1)

Philippines (PE2)

Philippine Environmental
Code, Presidential Decree
No. 1152 (PE2)

Philippines (PE3)

Republic Act 9003 (PE3)

Description
Aims to create environmentally sustainable
development via environmental planning
policy, and rational exploitation,
development, maintenance, restoration,
supervision, and control of the environment.
(ECOLEX, 2021)
An Act related to the prevention, abatement,
control of pollution, and enhancement of
Malaysia’s environment.
(FAOLEX, 2021)
Serves to outline the creation of the
National Environmental Protection Council
in the Philippines.
(The LawPhiL Project, 2021)
Outlines a program for environmental
protection and management and describes
environmental quality standards of
importance.
(The LawPhiL Project, 2021)
Provides for the creation of an ecological
solid waste management program and
related restrictions.
(The LawPhiL Project, 2021)
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Table 5. Elements analyzed for policy analysis documents and element justifications. Under
Policies Addressing Elements, F = Fisheries policies, P = Coastal Zones and Protected Areas
policies, and E = Environmental Quality policies. X’s indicate that the corresponding element
was analyzed across the F, P, and/or E category’s policies for Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines.
Element
Policy
Importance to Transboundary Coordination
Analysis
(Justification for Analysis)
F P
E
Creator(s)
X X X Reveals primary drivers of the policy’s development and
creation.
Founding
X X X May highlight shared policy goals and priorities, which can
Principles
strengthen collaborative conservation (Vasilijević, 2015).
Authorities
X X X Describes key authorities and their roles and responsibilities.
Strong leaders can improve collaboration success (Ansell &
Gash, 2007)
Restrictions
X X X Discusses the main mandates under these policies. Greater
consistency across countries (and scales) may allow for
policies to reinforce each other (Guerreiro da Silva et al.,
2012).
Management
X X X Reveals similarities and differences in management
Plans /
approaches and processes between Indonesia, Malaysia, and
Environmental
the Philippines.
Planning
Monitoring
X X X May reveal similarities and differences in monitoring plans
and capacities. Important to assessing policy success (Newig
et al., 2018; Ehler, 2014)
Endangered
X
Highlights the prioritization of endangered species and
Species and
marine megafauna issues, and perceived relevance to fisheries
Marine
policies for each country.
Megafauna
Marine Parks
X
Highlights the perceived relevance of fisheries policies to
and Reserves
marine protected areas in these countries.
Note: NA to coastal zones and protected areas policies, as this
element is the main focus of these documents
Licenses and
X
X Shows the similarities and differences between required
Certificates /
documentation for each country. Similar license and
Business and
certificate requirements across the region may help
Licenses
standardize best practices and promote more consistent
monitoring and enforcement (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
Enforcement
X X X May show the similarities and differences in enforcement
regulations and capacities. Important to actualizing policy
goals in practice (Newig et al., 2018; Ehler, 2014)
Repercussions X X X Discusses the framework for providing repercussions for
for Violations
breaking policy regulations. Greater consistency may increase
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Participation

X X

Local
Incentive and
Aid
Traditional
Law
Recognition
Funding and
Economic
Measures
Information

X

International
Cooperation

X

X

X

X

X X

X

the consistency of enforcement across boundaries (Guerreiro
da Silva et al., 2012).
Compares participation opportunities across countries, which
influences potential policy equity and potential conflict
(Newig et al., 2018)
Discusses provisions for supporting communities after
implementing restrictions, which can promote equity and
decrease conflict (Ansell & Gash, 2007)
Highlights the value placed on local communities and their
knowledge and inputs. Potentially impacts policy equity and
potential stakeholder conflict (Newig et al., 2018)
Shows the potential financial capacities countries have for
supporting environmental regulations.
Influences stakeholder understanding and relations (Tupper et
al., 2015)
Highlights the recognition and prioritization international
cooperation regarding fisheries for each country, which may
provide avenues for better transboundary collaboration.
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Phase II: Semi-Structured Interviews
During Phase II of this research project, I examined the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape as a case
study exploring the perceptions of conservation and marine governance and management in an
internationally adjoining seascape, as well as the current strengths and weaknesses of governance
and management coordination between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines. I particularly
focused on fisheries and MPA management, as well as the relationships and potential tensions
between these efforts that may impact and be influenced by transboundary conservation
initiatives. I conducted semi-structured in-depth interviews with various conservationists,
governance leaders, and researchers from Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines, who
primarily worked on projects at the national and/or international level. Interviews were
conducted over Zoom video teleconferencing software and took place between January and April
of 2021.
The use of semi-structured interviews allowed for the flexibility to explore unexpected
perspectives and new contextual information that emerged in the interviews. Semi-structured
interviews also served to provide comparable data across the sample, which allowed for a
systematic, scientific comparison of stakeholder perspectives between countries (Creswell,
2009). I formulated interview questions based on a review of the literature and focused on the
state of fisheries management, marine protected area efficacy, and current and potential future
transboundary conservation efforts. Questions from the semi-structured interview guide are listed
in Appendix I.
My thesis research was conducted in partnership with a European Commission project,
which has aimed to facilitate and strengthen transboundary conservation in the Sulu-Sulawesi
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Seascape. I identified a preliminary list of organizations and potential interviewees based on the
European Commission’s Ocean Governance Project’s technical proposal, research literature, and
in-country contacts, as well as my own independent research (see Table 6). These interviews
then also allowed me to engage in chain-referral sampling methods, as initial respondents helped
provide ideas of other potential respondents to contact. During this research project I completed
13 interviews with 19 representatives from organizations working in Sulu-Sulawesi. Of these
interviewees, two were based in Indonesia, nine in Malaysia, and eight in the Philippines.
Interviews took place in English and all respondents had high-to-fluent English proficiency.
Due to COVID-19 travel restrictions, I conducted interviews remotely over Zoom, with
audio and/or video of the interviews being recorded with respondent permission. This method
may have limited the number of representatives in Sulu-Sulawesi that I was able to interview, as
individuals may have had less interest in engaging in remote interviews compared to in-person
discussions. The logistics of this project’s timeline, and restrictions on in-country interviews
ultimately constrained my sample to including actors working at the national and international
level. Actors working at these higher levels are the most likely to be strongly involved with
designing and implementing transboundary conservation initiatives. I was also partially
influenced to use this sample scheme due to it being more feasible to interview higher level
representatives, because while transboundary and national scale actors were likely to have
English proficiency, those at lower regional and community scales were more likely to require an
interpreter. Moreover, stakeholders at smaller scales are more likely to having variable
accessibility to technology such as Zoom, that allowed for remote interviews to be conducted.
Working remotely may have also limited the ability to perform chain-referral sampling methods
as effectively.
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Table 6. List of interviewees in Sulu-Sulawesi.

Interviewee Interview Country

Gender Organization

1-I

1

Indonesia

M

Coral Triangle Center

2-I

2

Indonesia

F

Centre for Sustainable Energy and
Resource Management

3-M

3

Malaysia

M

Sabah Parks- Tun Mustapha Park

4-M

4

Malaysia

F

WWF Malaysia

5-M

4

Malaysia

F

WWF Malaysia

6-M

5

Malaysia

M

Research Organization

7-M

6

Malaysia

M

University

8-M

6

Malaysia

F

Research Organization

9-M

7

Malaysia

F

University and Blue Communities

10-M

8

Malaysia

M

Sabah Parks

11-M

9

Malaysia

F

Turtle Conservation Organization

12-P

10

Philippines

M

WWF Philippines and Conservation
International Philippines

13-P

11

Philippines

F

ASEAN Biodiversity Center

14-P

12

Philippines

F

University and Blue Communities

15-P

13

Philippines

M

Coastal and Marine Division DENRBMB

16-P

13

Philippines

F

Conservation International

17-P

13

Philippines

F

Coastal and Marine Division DENRBMB

18-P

13

Philippines

F

International Cooperation and
Sustainable Development Organization

19-P

13

Philippines

M

National Fisheries Research and
Development Institute
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Data Analysis
After completing the semi-structured interviews, I transcribed interviews and then coded
them using NVivo qualitative data software. I carefully assessed data in order to uncover major
concepts and categories, and to reveal certain properties and interrelationships between the
categories (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011). Throughout this process, I wrote down thoughts and
coding ideas in memos to consistently reflect on data and potential emerging themes and codes
(Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011). I triangulated codes with other scientists to increase the reliability
of codes and emerging themes. Additionally, I explored similarities and differences between the
representatives from each country through queries in NVivo. Within this study, some of the
major concepts that I identified in these interviews involved the perceived benefits of
transboundary conservation; current international relations in Sulu-Sulawesi; governance
integration, compliance and enforcement, and community participation opportunities for
fisheries and marine protected area management; and transboundary conservation strengths and
challenges.
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CHAPTER IV: POLICY ANALYSIS
Fisheries Policies
These documents (see Table 7) aim to provide a framework for regulating fisheries
activities from a national legislation level. Within these policies, fisheries involve all activities
relating to the cultivation and utilization of fish resources and the surrounding environment.
These activities include pre-production, production, cultivation, cultivation, marketing, and the
implementation of fishery business. Fisheries documents also address aquaculture issues, which
involves the raising of fish and other marine resources through husbandry practices.
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Table 7. Fisheries Policy Documents
Country
Policy Title
Indonesia (IF)

Law of the Republic of
Indonesia No. 31/2004
Concerning Fishery

Malaysia (MF)

Laws of Malaysia Act 317
Fisheries Act 1985

Philippines (PF)

Republic of the Philippines
Republic Act No. 8550 An Act
Providing for the Development,
Management, and Conservation
of the Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources, Integrating All Laws
Pertinent Thereto, and for Other
Purposes

Description/Main Topics
Administration
Fishery Business
Licenses
Monitoring
Offences and Enforcement
Penalties
Fish Breeding
Fisheries Development
Fisheries Research
Administration
Fisheries Plans
Licenses
Foreign Fishing Vessels
Monitoring
Offences and Enforcement
Penalties
Turtle and Inland Fisheries
Aquaculture
Marine Parks and Reserves
Administration
Resource Use and Management
Licenses
Offences and Enforcement
Monitoring
Penalties
Aquaculture
Marine Reserves and
Sanctuaries
Fisheries Development
Fisheries Research

Within this policy analysis, policies were analyzed by country across a series of general
topics, which included the authorities outlined, fisheries restrictions, business and license
regulations, monitoring and enforcement, information and development, and education and
training. The Indonesian fisheries document also addressed the topic of international
cooperation, and the policies from Malaysia and the Philippines addressed the concepts of
marine reserves and marine parks or sanctuaries. The Philippines’ policy also delves into the
topic of incentives more deeply. Analysis of each country’s policies is then followed by a
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summary comparing the similarities and differences across the policies, accompanied by a
comparison table (Table 8).

Indonesian Fisheries Policy:
Indonesia Law No. 31 (IF) was ratified on October 6, 2004, to overwrite the previous
Fisheries Law No. 9 (1985), due to the former’s inability to address all aspects of fish cultivation
and “anticipate the development of legal need and technological advancement in the framework
of cultivation of fish resources” (pg. 1, IF). Enforcement regulations of Law No. 9 remained in
effect as long as they were not in violation or amended by Law No. 31. The law was created
through the joint approval of both President Megawati Soekarnoputri and the House of
Representatives of the Republic of Indonesia. The policy applies to both Indonesian and foreign
citizens and fisheries corporations operating in the Indonesian fish cultivation territory
(Indonesian waters, Indonesian Exclusive Economic Zone (ZEEI), and inland waters that may be
operated or serve as breeding areas) (Figure 2), as well as all fishing boats with Indonesian flags
catching fish outside this territory. Fish cultivation outside these areas are to be regulated based
on the generally accepted international laws, conditions, and standards.
Indonesia Law No. 31 states its formation is based on principles of “benefit, justice,
partnership, even distribution, integration, openness, efficiency, and continuing conservation”
(Article 2, pg. 4, IF). Fish cultivation under these regulations aims to optimize resource
productivity and food security, increase state revenue and competitiveness, utilize resources and
the environment constantly and optimally, and guarantee conservation of fish resources and
spatial arrangement (Article 3, IF). Further, the policy advocates for national development that
justly prioritizes the “expansion of work opportunities and improvement of standard of living of
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fishermen, fish breeders, and/or parties related to fishery activities and conservation of fish
resources and the environment” (pg. 1, IF).
This law also acknowledges a divine sense of responsibility for marine stewardship,
considering that Indonesian waters possess “potential fish resources and fish breeding grounds
[that] are the blessings of the One and Only God mandated to the Indonesian nation having
Pancasila as its basic principles and 1945 Constitution to be utilized optimally for the welfare
and prosperity of the Indonesian people” (pg. 1, IF). Pancasila is an Indonesian state philosophy
arguing that Indonesia should be based on Five Principles: the belief in one God, just and
civilized humanity, Indonesian unity, democracy under the wise guidance of representative
consultations, and social justice for all the peoples of Indonesia (Indonesia Constitution, 1945).
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Figure 2. Maritime Claims in South-East Asia (Asia Maritime Transparency Initiative and The
Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2021)
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Authorities:
Under this policy, the Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries is in charge of
determining a variety of metrics and processes, including: a fish cultivation plan; standards for
fishing procedures; the allocation of fish resources and breeding grounds in the Indonesian fish
cultivation territory; fish catch quotas and size limits; the type, quantity, and size restrictions for
gear and fish catching means; fishing zones and seasons; a boat monitoring system; resource
rehabilitation; pollution prevention; and fish sanctuaries and protected fish species (Article 7,
IF). The Minister will determine fish standards after considering the recommendations of a
national commission, which is a group established by the Minister that includes experts from
related fields (Article 7, IF). Under this policy, the government was also called to form a
National Fishery Development Advisory Council, presided by the President. Members include
related ministers, fishery associations, and individuals with interests in fishery development. The
specific role of this council was not specified within this policy, though additional provisions for
its structure and operational procedures were to be stipulated in a later Presidential Decree
(Article 7(7), pg. 8, IF)
Ports will be appointed a port authority by the Minister. Port authorities are in charge of
issuing shipping licenses, reviewing the validity of boat documents, and reviewing fishing gear
(Article 42, IF). The national government may call for regional governments to assist with
implementing fishery affairs. Figure 3 shows a diagram of the governance components
mentioned within this policy and their relative structure.
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Figure 3. Indonesia Fisheries Governance Structure (Adapted from FAO.org, 2006)

Fisheries Restrictions:
This policy makes it illegal for individuals, captains, or fishing boat owners to engage in
a variety of acts. For example, none of these stakeholders are allowed to catch fish via chemical
or biological substances (such as toxins), explosives, or any other means that may harm the
conservation of fish resources and the environment (Article 8, IF). The only exception to this
applies to research (Article 9, IF). People are also not allowed to own, use, or bring boats into the
Indonesian fish cultivation territory with gear that do not fit ascribed standards, or which are
prohibited (Article 9, IF).
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Article 11(1) states that the Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries may determine a
critical condition “which endangers or may endanger the availability of fish, fish species, or fish
breeding grounds,” and publish a plan to prevent this critical condition in order to conserve
resources (pg. 10, IF). Neither marine turtles, nor marine mammals are addressed specifically.
This document also mentions monitoring and managing the introduction of new fish or genetic
resources to Indonesia (Article 14, IF).
No one is allowed to introduce, distribute, or take fish that could harm society, fisheries
resources, or the environment (Article 16, IF). The government is additionally called to manage
and develop procedures for utilizing areas for fish breeding (Article 17, IF). This policy also
outlaws activities that cause pollution and/or damage to fish and the environment, or any
activities (such as breeding or genetic engineering) that may endanger fish resources, the
environment, or human health (Article 12, IF). Cultivation and breeding processes and products
are to meet standards of worthiness and safety through quality monitoring and control systems,
which includes required certifications of adherence for all fish handlers and cultivators, including
those introducing or exiting products from the Indonesian territory (Article 20, IF).
Fish cultivation, regarding both catch and fish breeding, is mandated to “observe the
traditional law and/or local point of view and the role of society” (Article 6(2), pg. 6, IF). While
respecting local traditions and cultures is also referenced in regard to research and production of
knowledge and technology (Article 52, pg. 20, IF), this policy does not expand on this mandate
or how such considerations are to be made.
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Business and Licenses:
Licenses are required to catch fish (License to Catch Fish), operate fish transporting boats
(License to Operate Fish Transporting Boat), and engage in fishery business (Fishery Business
License). However, while fishery companies must have a Fishery Business License to operate,
small fishers and fish breeders are not obligated to have these licenses (Article 30, IF). Fishery
business within the Indonesian Fish Cultivation Territory is also ruled to only be operated by
Indonesian citizens and corporations, with the exception of foreign people or corporations
catching fish in accordance with an international agreement or provision under international laws
(Article 29, IF). Levies are to be placed on “every person enjoying direct benefit of fish
resources and the environment thereof in the Indonesian Fish Cultivation Territory” except for
small fishers and breeders (Article 48, IF). However, the magnitude of these levies and how the
individuals to pay are to be determined are not specified within this policy. These levies are to be
used to aid fishery development and fish and environmental conservation (Article 50, IF). This
Act states that the government shall work to encourage the increased value of fishery products
and may limit raw material exports in order to guarantee availability domestically (Article 24,
IF).
The Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries is also in charge of determining fishery port
classifications and standards for port monitoring. Fishing boats must put their catch ashore at
determined fishery ports. If anyone is caught loading or unloading anywhere else, they are
subject to a reminder, their license being frozen, or an annulment of their license (Article 41, IF).
The government intends to empower small fisherman and fish breeders through offering
loans with low interest rates; arranging educational programs and trainings to improve
knowledge and skills in fish catching, breeding, processing, and marketing; and developing fish
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cooperatives (Article 60, IF). The government is expected to arrange education and training on
fishery affairs “to improve the development of human resources in the field of fishery” (Article
57(1), pg. 22, IF). At least one educational or training unit on fishery is to be developed to
international standards, though the parameters of this measure are not clarified. The specific
development process and empowering opportunities these cooperatives may provide are also not
specified within this document. Additionally, small fishers and breeders must be able to register
with local fishery institutions without imposed charges (Article 61, IF). Fishery entrepreneurs are
called to encourage business partnerships that will mutually benefit small fishers or breeders in
the business (Article 63, IF).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
The monitoring and enforcement of fishery laws is set to be conducted by supervisors,
which includes civil servant investigators and non-civil servant investigators of fishery affairs
(Article 66, IF). Article 67 states that the society may also help in monitoring, though specific
mechanisms for this process are not outlined. Facilities and infrastructure for monitoring is to be
provided by the government, though from what level of government resources (national or
regional) it is not specified (Article 68, IF). These include fishery monitoring boats and security
equipment such as firearms. Fishing monitoring boats are allowed to stop, inspect, and detain
ships deemed to have committed violations within the Indonesian Fish Cultivation Territory
(Article 69, IF).
This law calls for the gradual establishment of a court of fishery affairs within two years
of the law’s enforceability. This court is authorized to examine, hear, and rule criminal cases in
fisheries (Article 71, IF). Criminal investigations are to be performed by Servant Investigators of
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fishery affairs, Indonesian Naval Officers, and Indonesian Police Officers. Investigators are
authorized to summon and examine suspects and witnesses, search facilities and infrastructure
that was used or intended for use as a place for criminal acts, seize material evidence, as well as
stop investigations (Article 73, IF). Individuals that break fisheries rules and regulations may be
subject to fines or imprisonment, which have a range of clearly defined maximum penalties
defined in Articles 84-100. In acts committed by a corporation, claims and penalty are to be
imposed on its managers and an additional monetary fine on top of the base fine is to be
imposed.

Information and Development:
Article 46(1) of this policy calls for the development of fishery information systems and
statistics that “arrange the compilation, processing, analysis, storage, review and distribution of
data on potentiality, facilities and infrastructure, production, handling, processing and marketing
of fish and socio-economic data relating to the cultivation of fish resources and development of
fishery business system” (pg. 19, IF). This process involves a call for the creation of a fishery
data and information center and fishery information network with other institutions, both locally
and internationally. This system is to be easily accessible by all users (Article 47, IF).
The government is called to regulate and encourage research that produces knowledge
and technology that can help develop more efficient, economic, and environmentally friendly
fishery business (Article 52, IF). This research and business is also intended to respect local
tradition and culture, though the way in which this respectful approach is to be implemented is
not stated. Result findings are to be made public and open for all stakeholder parties. Research
by foreign individuals or corporations must have prior approval by the Indonesian government
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and must involve Indonesian researchers (Article 55, IF). Results must also be shared with the
Indonesian government.

International Cooperation:
Under this policy, in order to increase international cooperation, the government may
regularly publish about conservation and fish cultivation, cooperate with other countries in the
framework of conservation and fish cultivation, and notify and submit relevant evidence to a
country if a ship with their flag is suspected of activities that could harm conservation and fish
cultivation (Article 10, IF). Fishing boats with Indonesian flags catching fish within another
country’s jurisdiction are required to have prior approval of the Indonesian government (Article
27, IF). However, while the document states the Indonesian government will play an active role
in regional and international organizations in the framework of cooperation in regional and
international fish cultivation (Article 10, IF), it does not state how the government will
specifically play this active role.

Malaysian Fishery Policy:
The Malaysian Fisheries Act 317 (MF) was enacted in 1985 and last amended in July of
2012 by Act A1413. The Act served to repeal Fisheries Act 210, which was legislated in 1963, in
order to consolidate the written law to rule the conservation, management, and development of
maritime and estuarine fishing and fisheries. The MF focuses on “the conservation, management,
and development or maritime and estuarine fishing and fisheries” (pg. 9, MF). Amendment
A1413 was implemented in order to add regulations on the import and export of live fish. This
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Act was legislated by the constitutional monarch (called the Yang di-Pertuan Agong), Seri
Paduka Baginda, with advice and consent from the Senate and House of Representatives (Dewan
Negara and Dewan Rakyat respectively) in Parliament.
The Act applies within Malaysian fisheries waters and riverine waters. “Malaysian
fisheries waters” include maritime waters under the jurisdiction of Malaysia, which includes the
internal waters of Malaysia, the territorial sea of Malaysia, and maritime waters within
Malaysia’s exclusive economic zone. “Riverine waters” refers to the waters of any rivers, lakes,
streams, ponds, and other waters in Malaysia that are not maritime waters. Riverine waters may
be natural or man-made, and can include privately owned waters. Jurisdiction for this Act lies
with each of the States in Malaysia, and the Federation in the Federal Territories of Kuala
Lumpur and Labuan.

Authorities:
The Minister of the Federal Government is responsible for the conservation,
management, and development of maritime and estuarine fishing and fisheries, inland fisheries in
Federal Territories, and turtles in the Federal Territories and in waters outside the jurisdiction in
Malaysia (Part II. 3., MF). The Minister has the power to make a range of regulations, including
those regarding the rules and procedures for foreign capital investment and joint ventures in
fisheries; fish quota and gear restrictions; import and export regulations for live fish; promotion
and regulation of aquaculture; sports fishing regulations; etc. (Part XI. 61, MF). The Minister
may appoint Deputy Directors General of Fisheries, to aid in implementing the provisions of this
Act. The Minister may also appoint fisheries officers and deputy fisheries officers as needed,
except for implementation of the Act regarding turtles and inland fisheries (Part II. 3., MF).
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The Director General of Fisheries is appointed by the Yang di-Pertuan Agon, as
necessary. The Director General is responsible for the general supervision of fisheries matters
under this Act, except for those regarding turtles and inland fisheries. They are called to
continually review fisheries plans based on updated scientific principles, in order optimize
fishery resource utilization and contribute to the overall goals of national policies, development
plans, and programs (Part III. 6., MF). These plans must be approved by the Minister before
implementation. The Director General can also delegate the use of their powers and functions to
fisheries officers of deputy fisheries officers (Part II. 3., MF). The Director General may exempt
any person or vessel from any or all provisions of this Act “for the purpose of research or
training or survey on economic feasibility of any fishing activity, or the proper conservation and
management of fisheries” (pg. 57, MF). The Minister may appoint fisheries officers and deputy
fisheries officers to implement Act provisions, except regarding turtles and inland fisheries,
wherein inland fisheries officers and deputy inland fisheries officers are to be appointed by the
State Authority (Part II. 4. and 5., MF). Figure 4 shows a diagram of the governing players
emphasized within this policy document and their relative structure.

63

Figure 4. Malaysia Fisheries Governance Structure

Fisheries Restrictions:
The Director General may limit fishing and permitting to certain areas, seasons, catch
quotas, fish size regulations, catch methods, and processing types (Part V. 19., MF). Under this
Act fishing with explosives, poisons, or electrical currents in order to more easily catch fish is
prohibited, and vessels may not have these types of fishing gear onboard (Part VI. 26., MF).
Additionally, regulations limit fishing appliances in riverine waters and certain types of traps,
nets, or mesh sizes in fishing nets that may harm species like turtles (Part VII. 38., MF). This Act
also prohibits anyone from importing or exporting live fish from Malaysian waters, or
transporting live fish between a number of states and territories within Malaysia (between
Peninsular Malaysia, the State of Sabah, the State of Sarawak, and the Territory of Labuan)
without a permit (Part VIII. 40., MF). The document states that these limitations are to help
“avoid the spread of communicable fish diseases, or to avoid or control the release into the
64

natural environment of indigenous species of fish” (pg. 43, MF). These enforcements will
involve monitoring at entry points by enforcement officers, and the use of quarantine stations
and premises to ensure fish cleanliness during the transportation process (Part VIII. 40., MF).
This Act states that “No person shall fish for, disturb, harass, catch or take any aquatic
mammal or turtle which is found beyond the jurisdiction of any State in Malaysia” (pg. 35, MF).
This Act also states if any aquatic mammal or turtle is caught or taken unavoidably during
fishing, that it should be released immediately if alive, and reported to a fisheries officer and
disposed of as directed if deceased (Part VI. 27., MF).
No foreign fishing vessels are allowed to fish or conduct research in Malaysian fisheries
waters unless they have been authorized under an international fishery agreement and possess a
permit (Part V. 15., MF). Foreign fishing vessels may pass through Malaysian fisheries waters to
destinations beyond these waters and may stop and anchor only in cases of distress or danger.
Vessels are expected to radio call authorized officers before entering Malaysian fisheries waters
to notify them of passage and the amount of fish they have on board (Part V. 16., MF). They may
be inspected for proper fish and gear storage and their route assessed to prove that they are not
fishing in Malaysian waters. Foreign permit approval may have conditions, such as requiring the
employment of Malaysians on the vessel and training of Malaysians of the fishing methods used
(Part V. 19., MF). They may be required to have fisheries observers on board and to reimburse
the Government of Malaysia for these costs. Foreign vessels are also called to protect local and
traditional fisheries compensate Malaysian citizens and the government for any losses or
damages that may be caused to citizens of fish stocks.
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Businesses and Licenses:
All individuals and local fishing vessels engaging in fishing activities in Malaysian
waters are required to have a license (Part IV. 8., MF). License applications are made to the
Director General and must be made before constructing new fishing vessels when applicable
(Part IV. 9., MF). No fishing gear or marine culture systems that are likely to cause navigation
obstruction or impede the natural water flows in fisheries waters are to be approved (Part IV. 11.,
MF).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
Authorized officers are allowed to stop, board, and search any vessel in Malaysian
fisheries waters, or any vehicle transporting fish on land, if they have reason to believe a
violation of this Act has been committed without a warrant (Part X. 46., MF). Officers may also
enter and search any place an offense may have occurred; seize vessels, gear, and samples of fish
found; and arrest anyone that is believed to have committed a crime (Part X. 47., MF). Anything
seized must be given a written acknowledgement (Part X. 46., MF). In investigation of a crime,
officers can call for witnesses and the procurement of evidence.
Offences under this Act are to be tried under the jurisdiction of the Malaysian court,
(Sessions Court or Court of a Magistrate of the First Class) closest to the place of offense (Part
VI. 32., MF). Violations of rules and regulations may result penalties which may be compounded
(Part 31., MF). For foreign vessels or individuals these include fines, and for Malaysian
nationals’ violators may be given a fine or be imprisoned for up to two years (Part VI. 25., MF).
If a violation is committed by any individual on board a fishing vessel, the master and owner of
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the boat are also deemed guilty of the offense (Part VI. 30., MF). Additionally, if the violation is
committed by a corporation or business, every director and officer of the company directly
connected with the activity and every person concerned with the management of the business
shall be guilty of the offense (Part VI. 30., MF).

Information and Development:
Research by foreign individuals may be conducted under the general directive of the
Director General, and researchers must share data and findings with the Director General as
frequently as called for (Part V. 15., MF).

Education and Training:
One of the stated goals of coordinated research involves better development and
management of fisheries. Inland fisheries are to be promoted through the creation of
experimental aquaculture stations, fish-breeding stations, and training centers (Part VII. 37.,
MF). This Act also calls for the provision of advice and technical assistance to State authorities.

Marine Parks and Marine Reserves:
This Act also provides for the establishment of marine parks and marine reserves. The
Minister of the Federal Government may establish any area or part of an area in Malaysian
fisheries waters as a marine park or marine reserve. The document states this is in order to afford
special protection to aquatic flora and fauna, allow for natural regeneration in depleted areas,
promote scientific study, preserve and enhance an area’s pristine state or productivity, and use
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and recreation that could cause damage to the environment (Part IX. 41., MF). The Minister may
also establish the National Advisory Council for Marine Park and Marine Reserve, which can
provide guidance on any matter relating to a marine park or reserve. This council involves
leaders from national government branches, the state government, and groups concerned with
science, tourism, conservation, etc. (Part IX. 41., MF).
Within marine parks and reserves, individuals are not allowed to fish or carry fishing
gear; remove or possess any part of an aquatic animal or plant; alter the environment; construct
any infrastructure; anchor any vessel; or destroy or deface anything within the area, unless given
permission by the Director General for management of the area (Part IX. 43., MF).

Philippine Fishery Policy:
The Republic of the Philippines Republic Act No. 8550 An Act Providing for the
Development, Management, and Conservation of the Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,
Integrating All Laws Pertinent Thereto, and for Other Purposes (PF), was enacted in 1998. It was
enacted by the Senate and the House of Representatives of the Philippines. The article applies to
all Philippine waters, the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), all aquatic and fishery resources
(including inland, coastal, and offshore areas, as well as fishponds, fish pens, etc.), and all lands
devoted to aquaculture (whether public or private).
The main goals of this policy stated within this document include: food security,
conservation and protection of fishery resources, rational and sustainable development, the
protection of fisherfolk rights (especially of local communities and municipal fisherfolk- with
fisherfolk referring to “people directly or personally and physically engaged in taking and/or
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culturing and processing fishery and/or aquatic resources” (Section 4. 28., PF)), support to the
fishery sector, and conservation of resources (Section 2, PF). The policy aims to be flexible in
response to fish demographic trends, fish trade trends, and the law of supply and demand. The
policy also specifically advocates for limiting access to fishery and aquatic resources for the
exclusive use and enjoyment of Filipino citizens (Section 2, PF). Preferential use is meant to be
based, in part, on concepts of Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) or Total Allowable Catch
(TAC). The Act also states that it aims to support the fishery sector through appropriate
technology and research; adequate facilities; and marketing assistance (Section 2, PF). The Act
seeks to be consistent with the country’s commitments to other international treaties and
agreements (Section 2, PF).

Authorities:
This Act created the position of Undersecretary for Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,
which is appointed by the President, and whose sole purpose is attending to fishing industry
needs. The undersecretary helps set policies and standards for effective and economical
operations, exercises supervision over all functions and activities related to fisheries, and
establishes officers at regional, provincial, and other levels as needed (Section 63, PF).
The Act also reconstituted the Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR),
which functions to prepare and implement a Comprehensive National Fisheries Industry Plan,
issue licenses to commercial vessels and fishers, monitor and review fishing agreements between
Filipino citizens and foreigners operation in international waters, create and implement a
Comprehensive Fishery Research and Development Program, maintain a Comprehensive Fishery
Information System, provide fisheries development support services, provide advisory and
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technical services, coordinate efforts between stakeholders, and enforce laws and regulations
(Section 64, PF).
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management Councils (FARMCs) are established under
this Act at the national level and for all municipalities and cities adjacent to municipal waters.
These include members from fisherfolk organizations/cooperatives and NGOs. Their creation is
also preceded by consultation and orientation on the formation of FARMCs (Section 69, PF).
The national FARMC serves to assist in the formulation of national policies and development
plans that protect resources and allow for sustainable development (Section 72, PF).
Municipal governments shall have jurisdiction over their municipal waters and are
responsible for working together with FARMCs to manage, conserve, develop, utilize, and
dispose of all fish and aquatic resources (Section 16, PF). In consultation with their FARMC,
municipal governments may enact appropriate ordinances in accordance with the National
Fisheries policy. In order to manage resource systems holistically, contiguous fishery resources
bordering several cities or provinces are to be managed in an integrated manner that is not based
on political subdivisions (Section 16, PF). FARMCs are to serve as the venues for close
collaboration among local government units (LGUs, which include governments at the levels of
provinces, cities, municipalities, and village-level settlements (called barangays). Figure 5
contains a layout of the governance components found within this policy and their relative
connections.
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Figure 5. Philippines Fisheries Governance Structure

Fisheries Restrictions:
The Secretary can create fish quotas, and restrictions on fishing seasons and areas. In
municipal waters and fishery management areas, these limitations also require the concurrence
and approval of the LGUs, FARMCs, and/or other agencies with jurisdiction over the waters
(Section 8, PF). Closed seasons must be declared in advance through general newspapers or
public service announcements (Section 9, PF).
Additionally, conservation and rehabilitation measures are to be taken for rare,
threatened, and endangered species (Section 11, PF). Commercial fishing vessels can only
operate in waters that are at least seven fathoms deep (~12.8 m) (Section 26, PF), and vessels
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must be owned by Filipino citizens, or registered corporations/cooperatives that have at least
60% of their capital stock owned by Filipino citizens (Section 27, PF).
No individual is allowed to import or export fishery products for any purpose without a
permit (Section 61, PF). Fishery exports are to be regulated whenever they may affect domestic
food security and production. No foreign species may be introduced into Philippine waters
without ecological, biological, and environmental justifications, unless the Department of
Agriculture approves on scientific/research grounds (Section 10, PF). Additionally, fishery
products may only be imported when such is certified as necessary by the Department of
Agriculture and FARMC. Endemic species, fish eggs, and breeding fish resources will not be
exported in order to protect local supply and biodiversity (Section 61, PF).
Aquaculture practice must adhere to a code of practice that is to be developed through
consultation between the Department of Environment and Natural Resources, fish workers
(which are defined as people employed in commercial fishing and related industries like
aquaculture and processing (Section 4, PF)), fishpond lease holders and owners, fisherfolk
cooperatives, research institutions, and other stakeholders, in order to pursue environmentally
sustainable designs and operations (Section 47, PF). This code is meant to help outline general
principles and guidelines for sustainable aquaculture development and environmentally sound
designs and operations (Section 47, PF). Practices must not involve construction that would
obstruct the migration pathways of migratory fish species thorough areas such as estuaries and
river mouths (Section 56, PF).
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Businesses and Licenses:
The Department of Agriculture shall issue licenses and permits for fisheries activities that
align with the prescribed limits according to MSY and current scientific evidence. Preference is
to be given to users from local communities (Section 7, PF). Fisherfolk organizations and
cooperatives may be granted the use of certain fishery areas for capture, mariculture and/or fish
farming (Section 20, PF). Additionally, the municipal or city government may also authorize
some small and medium commercial fishing vessels to fish within a portion of municipal waters
(Section 18, PF).
Commercial vessels and fishers must secure licenses to engage in fisheries activities,
collect pearls, and conduct research (Section 26, PF). Vessels and fishing gear must be registered
as compliant with prescribed standards. Additionally, masters and skippers must undertake an
orientation training on detecting fish caught through illegal means before gaining fish worker
licenses (Section 26, PF). Agencies and corporations with activities or projects that will affect
the quality of the environment are required to prepare detailed Environmental Impact Statements
and earn a compliance certificate prior to beginning (Section 12, PF). While this Impact
Statement is stated to form an integral part of project planning processes, it is not specified how
projects that need to complete this are determined. Commercial Philippine fishing vessels also
may operate in international waters or areas that other countries allow but must secure an
international fishing permit and certificate of clearance from the Department of Agriculture
(Section 32, PF).
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Monitoring and Enforcement:
This Act calls for the creation of a monitoring, control, and surveillance system to be
established by the Department of Agriculture, in coordination with LGUs, FARMCs, the private
sector, and other relevant agencies (Section 14, PF). Within this document, “monitoring” refers
to “the requirement of continuously observing: (1) fishing effort which can be expressed by the
number of days or hours of fishing, number of fishing gears and number of fisherfolk; (2)
characteristics of fishery resources; and (3) resource yields (catch)”, “control” means “the
regulatory conditions (legal framework) under which the exploitation, utilization and disposition
of the resources may be conducted”, and “surveillance” refers to “the degree and types of
observations required to maintain compliance with regulations” (Section 4. 55., PF). This system
is meant to ensure that resources are judiciously and wisely used and managed in a sustainable
way. The Fisheries Inspection and Quarantine service under the Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources serves to conduct fisheries quality inspection and quarantines for fishery products
entering and exiting the country, in order to detect potential pests and diseases (Section 67, PF).
They also serve to implement international agreements on biosafety and biodiversity, and
prevent the movement of endemic resources.
Local government units (LGUs) are also called to enforce all fishery laws, regulations,
and ordinances. LGUs are to maintain a registry of municipal fisherfolk and vessels in order to
determine user priorities, better limit entry to municipal waters, and better monitor fishing
activities (Section 19, PF). This list is to be updated annually and posted publicly in areas such as
village halls and other “strategic locations” to help validate correctness and completeness. The
FARMC also has the opportunity to submit a list of priorities to the LGU for consideration
(Section 19, PF). FARMCs also function to help in the enforcement of fishery laws, rules, and
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regulations in municipal waters. Commercial fishing vessels are to keep daily records of fish
catch statistics, landing points, sale, and disposal, to be certified and shared monthly with
officers or representatives at the nearest landing point (Section 38, PF)
Those in violation of rules and regulations under this law may be given fines; have their
catch, gear and vessels confiscated, or imprisoned. For example, any commercial fishing boat
captain or officers on a boat that violate a regulation are to be punished with a fine equivalent to
the value of their catch or 10,000 pesos (whichever is higher), six months of imprisonment,
confiscation of their catch and gear, and license revocation (Section 86, PF). Additionally, just
possessing prohibited fishing devices can result in imprisonment sentences between six months
to two years, whereas use of these devices can lead to imprisonment ranging from five to ten
years (Section 88, PF).

Incentives:
The Department of Agriculture and LGUs are to provide support to municipal fisherfolk
through technology and research, providing financial credit (though specific credit purposes are
not stated), marketing assistance, supplementary livelihoods, and training (Section 34, PF). The
Department of Agriculture is to establish and create fisherfolk settlement areas, wherein certain
areas near fishing grounds will be reserved for the settlement of municipal fisherfolk (Section
108, PF). Moreover, municipal and small-scale commercial fisherfolk are granted a variety of
fisheries-related incentives in Section 34 of this Act. For example, at least 10% of the credit and
guarantee funds of government financing institutions is to be made available for post-harvest and
marketing projects in order to reduce losses and increase competitiveness. The Department of
Agriculture also intends to undertake a capability-building program and an information
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campaign. These aim to increase the credit worthiness of fishers by teaching technology transfer,
new skills, and how to better manage credit (Section 34, PF). Groups and cooperatives in this
program also gain priority access over credit and guarantee funds. The information campaign is
meant to promote the capability and credit programs by increasing information dissemination
and accessibility (Section 34, PF). This Act also aims to encourage fishing farther into the EEZ
by offering long term loans to improve fishing vessels and equipment, limited tax and duty
exemptions for commercial fishing vessels, and duty and tax rebates on fuel consumption for
commercial operations (Section 35, PF).

Information and Development:
This Act called for the creation of a National Fisheries Research and Development
Institute, which is to be the main research branch of BFAR (Section 82, PF). Research completed
by this institute aims to help place the Philippines among the top five countries in the world in
fish productions, raise the income of fisherfolk, better understand fisherfolk needs socially and
economically, and promote the best utilization of technology in the fisheries industry (Section
84, PF). This institute also provides intensive training and human resource development for
fisheries, and formally establishes and expands the network of fisheries researchers and
communities through nationwide communication connections (Section 84, PF).
Additionally, foreign based research and survey activities may be allowed in the
Philippines if they provide purely scientific, technological, and educational purposes that also
benefit Filipino citizens (Section 5, PF). These allowances are to be made only under strict
regulations, though the process to obtain such clearance is not specifically outlined in this
document,
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Fishery Reserves and Sanctuaries:
Under this Act, the Department of Agriculture may designate areas in Philippine waters
beyond 15 km from the shore as fishery reserves that may only be used for propagation,
education, research, and scientific purposes (Section 80, PF). FARMCs may also recommend
portions of municipal waters also be declared as fisheries reserves. Moreover, between 25-40%
of bays, foreshore lands, continental shelves, and fishing grounds are to be set aside for the
cultivation of mangroves, which strengthen the habitat and spawning grounds of many fish
(Section 81, PF). At least 15% of total coastal areas in every municipality are also to be
designated as fish sanctuaries, with allocation informed by the best available scientific
information (Section 81, PF).

Summary
All of these fisheries policies were created in part by the House of Representatives, which
exist in each country, though under different larger governance structures (see Table 2).
However, Indonesia’s was primarily decreed by the president, Malaysia’s decreed by the
monarch/king, and the Philippines’ was enacted in conjunction with its Senate. The policies are
all explicitly founded on principles of conservation and sustainable development. Both Indonesia
and the Philippines also note the importance of food security and economic competitiveness with
other countries. Indonesia’s policy particularly emphasizes values regarding justice, partnership,
and openness. Whereas the Philippines’ fishery document explicitly aims to protect fisherfolk
rights and more exclusive citizen resource use. Indonesia’s fishery document also specifically
advocates for international cooperation through active collaboration in regional and international
organizations, and cooperation in regulation enforcement that involves international offenders.
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Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines have similar frameworks for restrictions
surrounding fish catch quotas, seasonal limitations, and zoning restrictions, as well as gear
limitations (which ban the use of destructive practices like blast fishing and the use of
chemicals). However, Indonesia has additional restrictions that focus on issues such as pollution
and poor fish breeding and genetic engineering practices as well. Malaysia has specific
regulations that focus on protecting sea turtle species (with additional gear regulations meant to
decrease bycatch) and regulating sports fishing. Both Malaysia and the Philippines’ fisheries
regulations address limitations and monitoring of imports and exports of live fish, while
Indonesia’s fisheries policy does not. Licenses to catch fish, operate fishing vessels, and engage
in fishery business are required in all three countries. In the Philippines, additional protocols for
achieving licenses are outlined, including the need for masters and skippers to complete
orientation trainings. Agencies and corporations in the Philippines must also prepare
Environmental Impact Statements and gain a compliance certificate to start any projects that may
impact the marine environment.
All three countries utilize court systems and investigative procedures to enforce
regulations and provide repercussions for individuals and companies that have violated these
fisheries policies. Repercussions for violations of these policies in each country are similar,
primarily invoking fines and imprisonment.
Both Indonesia and the Philippines advocate for the creation of fish cooperatives, which
may help serve fisherfolk in creating a network. The Philippines also provides potential
opportunities for stakeholder participation through the creation of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resource Management Councils, and consultation opportunities in creating codes of practice for
aquaculture. Indonesian Citizens may also be able to participate in fisheries monitoring efforts,
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though the specifics of this opportunity are not clarified in this country’s policy. While
Indonesia’s fisheries documents call for the observation of traditional laws and local points of
views, the policies from Malaysia and the Philippines do not explicitly call for this.
The countries’ policies also aim to help promote fishery business and compliance with
legislation through a variety of incentives. Fishing regulations in Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines primarily provide exclusive fishing rights to citizens, with non-citizens requiring
specific licenses with often strict parameters. In order to support fisheries development, the
Indonesian government is to implement educational programs and trainings that will increase
fishing knowledge and skills; the Malaysian government is to offer inland fisheries training
opportunities; and the Philippines’ government is to provide capability-building programs to help
teach skills such as those for technology transfer. Economic benefits and incentives include the
provision of government loans with low interest rates for small fishers and fish breeders in
Indonesia; and financial credit/guarantee funds, long term loans, and marketing assistance to
citizens and commercial operators in the Philippines.
Information systems are called for in both Indonesia and the Philippines, where centers
for information and statistics are to be created through both policies, and both documents
advocate for the support of more research that will benefit the fisheries industry’s efficacy,
environmental sustainability, and business potential. Research is also advocated for in Malaysia,
where the country’s fisheries policy calls for the creation of experimental aquaculture and fish
breeding stations.
While both Malaysia and the Philippines have fisheries documents that provide for the
establishment of marine reserves (as well as parks for Malaysia and sanctuaries for the
Philippines), Indonesia’s policy does not.
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Table 8. Summary Comparison of Fisheries Policies Elements
Creator(s)

Founding
Principles

Authorities

Regulations
and
Restrictions

Management
Plans

Monitoring

Indonesia

House of
Representatives;
President

Conservation;
Development;
Food Security;
State
Competitiveness/
Revenue;
Justice;
Partnership;
Openness;
Efficiency

Minister; National
Commission
(Group of
Experts);
National Fishery
Development
Advisory Council
(President,
Ministers,
Fishery
Associations,
Individuals); Port
Authorities

Fish Catch
Quotas;
Seasonal
Limitations; Zone
Restrictions;
Gear Limitations
(No Explosives,
Toxins, Other
Harmful Means);
Fish Catch Size
Limits; Pollution
Restrictions; No
Damaging Fish
Breeding or
Genetic
Engineering

Fisheries Plans
(Fish Cultivation
Plan, Plan for
Resource and
Breeding Ground
Allocation);
Creation of
Standards for
Fishing Practices

Monitoring of
Imports
(Managing Fish
Introduction);
Monitoring Boats
for Regulation
Violations in the
Indonesian Fish
Cultivation
Territory

Malaysia

House of
Representatives;
Senate; Monarch

Conservation;
Development

Minister; Director
General of
Fisheries;
Deputy Directors
General of
Fisheries;
Fisheries
Officers; Deputy
Fisheries
Officers

Fish Catch
Quotas;
Seasonal
Limitations; Zone
Restrictions;
Gear Limitations
(No Explosives,
Toxins, Electrical
Currents, of Use
of Certain
Traps/Nets/Mesh
Sizes That Could
Harm Species
Like Turtles);
Fish Catch Size
Limits; Importing
and Exporting
Restrictions;
Processing
Limitations;
Sports Fishing
Regulations

Fisheries Plans

Monitoring of
Imports and
Exports
(Quarantines for
Live Fish,
Monitoring of
Entry Points by
Officers)

Philippines

House of
Representatives;
Senate

Conservation;
Development;
Food Security;
State
Competitiveness/
Revenue;
Protection of
Fisherfolk Rights;
Support to the
Fishery Sector

Undersecretary
for Fisheries and
Aquatic
Resources

Fish Catch
Quotas;
Seasonal
Limitations; Zone
Restrictions;
Gear Limitations
(No Explosives,
Toxins, Electrical
Currents),
Importing and
Exporting
Restrictions; No
Foreign Species
Introductions

Fisheries Plans
(Comprehensive
National
Fisheries
Industry Plan)

Monitoring of
Imports and
Exports
(Quarantines for
Live Fish,
Fisheries
Qualities
Inspections); Call
for Monitoring,
Control, and
Surveillance
System
Establishment;
Municipal
Fisherfolk and
Vessel Registry;
Commercial
Fishing Vessels
to Keep Daily
Records of Catch
Statistics
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Endangered
Species and Marine
Megafauna

Marine Parks and
Reserves

Licenses and
Certificates

Enforcement

Repercussions for
Violations

Indonesia

Minister May
Determine Critical
Conditions for Fish or
Fish Breeding
Grounds and Publish
Prevention Plans

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Fisheries Licenses
(License to Catch
Fish; License to
Operate Fish
Transporting Boats;
Fishery Business
License)

Use of Courts (Court
of Fishery Affairs);
Authorized Officers
(Naval Officers,
Police Officers);
Servant Investigators
of Fishery Affairs

Fines; Imprisonment

Malaysia

Aquatic Mammals or
Turtles Caught via
Bycatch Are to Be
Released if Alive or
Reported to a
Fisheries Officer and
Disposed of
Appropriately if
Deceased

Provides for the
Establishment of
Protected Areas
(Marine Parks and
Reserves); Allows for
Special Protections

Fisheries Licenses
(License to Engage in
Fishing Activities)

Use of Courts
(Malaysian CourtsSessions Court/Court
of a Magistrate of the
First Class);
Authorized Officers

Fine; Imprisonment;
If a Violation Is
Committed by Any
Individual the Master
and Owner of the
Boat Is Also Guilty; If
a Violation Is
Committed by a
Corporation or
Business the
Company's Director
and Officer, and
Business Managers
Are Also Guilty

Philippines

Conservation and
Rehabilitation
Measures for Rare,
Threatened and
Endangered Species

Provides for the
Designation of
Protected Areas
(Fishery Reserves
and Sanctuaries);
Calls for the
Reservation of
Mangrove Areas to
Aid Spawning
Grounds

Fisheries Licenses
(Licenses and
Permits to Engage in
Fishing Activities);
Masters and Skippers
Must Complete
Orientation Training
for Fish Worker
Licenses; License for
Pearl Collection;
Fishing Vessels and
Gear Registration;
Agencies and
Corporations Must
Prepare
Environmental Impact
Statements and Earn
a Compliance
Certificate Prior to
Projects that May
Impact the
Environment

Use of Courts

Fines; Imprisonment
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Participation

Local Incentives
and Aid

Traditional Law
Recognition

Information

International
Cooperation

Indonesia

Fish Cooperatives;
Assistance with
Monitoring

Exclusive Rights
(Fishery Business in
the Indonesian Fish
Cultivation Territory
Operated by
Indonesian Citizens
and Corporations
Only); Government
Loans with Low
Interest for Small
Fisherman and Fish
Breeders;
Educational
Programs and
Trainings to Increase
Knowledge and Skills

Fish Cultivation
Mandated to Observe
Traditional Laws and
Local Points of View

Fisheries Information
System and Statistics
(via Fishery Data and
Information Center
and Fishery
Information Network);
Promotion of
Research for More
Efficient and
Environmentally
Friendly Fishery
Business

Collaboration in
Regional and
International
Organizations;
International
Cooperation on
Frameworks of
Conservation and
Fish Cultivation; Aid
in Enforcing
International
Fisheries Regulation
Violations
(Notifications and
Submitting of
Evidence)

Malaysia

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Exclusive Rights
(Fishery Business in
Malaysian Fisheries
Waters Operated by
Malaysian Citizens
and Corporations
Only); Creation of
Inland Fisheries
Training Centers

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Creation of
Experimental
Aquaculture Stations
and Fish Breeding
Stations

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Philippines

Fish Cooperatives;
Fisheries and Aquatic
Resource
Management
Councils (NGOs,
Cooperatives,
Individuals from
Fisher
Organizations);
Aquaculture Code of
Practice Developed
through Consultation
(DENR, Fishworkers,
Fish Cooperatives,
Research Groups,
and Stakeholders)

Exclusive Rights
(Exclusive Resource
Access for Filipino
Citizens, Fisherfolk
Organizations and
Cooperatives,
Municipal Fisherfolk);
Provision of
Credit/Guarantee
Funds and Marketing
Assistance;
Capability-Building
Program and
Information
Campaign; Long
Term Loans for
Commercial
Operations to
Encourage Fishing
Farther into EEZ

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Fisheries Information
System; Creation of a
National Fisheries
Research and
Development
Institute;
Comprehensive
Fishery Research
and Development
Program

Not Specifically
Mentioned
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Maritime Zones:
A country’s maritime zones are fixed relative to a baseline that begins at the low-water line along
the coast (see Figure 6). Thus, internal waters include those that are located landward of this
baseline, such as lakes, rivers, and tidewaters (Law of the Sea, 2021). Territorial seas include
waters up to 12 nautical miles from the baseline. Coastal States have sovereignty and jurisdiction
over both internal waters and territorial seas (Law of the Sea, 2021). Rights over territorial seas
extend from the seabed and subsoil to the vertical airspace above. exclusive economic zone is the
area in which the nation has jurisdiction over natural resources. Exclusive Economic Zones
(EEZ) were created out of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).
These are claimed regions up to 200 nautical miles from the baseline wherein a nation has
exclusive rights to natural resources.

Figure 6. Maritime Zones Schematic (Law of the Sea, 2021)
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Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Policies
These policy documents (see Table 9) aim to provide a framework for regulating national
protected areas within Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines. Additionally, a policy from
Indonesia that outlines the governance and management of broader coastal zones and small
islands was also analyzed. Within these policies, protected areas are designated portions of land
and water set aside for their unique physical and biological significance, with the goal of
protecting them against destructive human exploitation and enhancing biological diversity. The
Indonesian Law on the Management of Coastal Zone and Small Islands has been included within
this policy analysis section because, though it addresses broader management issues and
procedures for coastal areas that are not necessarily designated as protected areas, many of this
policy’s governance and management protocols apply to the more restrictive protected area
classifications as well.
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Table 9. Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Policy Documents
Country
Policy Title
Indonesia (IP1 & IP2)

Act of the Republic of Indonesia
No. 5/1990 Conservation of
Living Resources and Their
Ecosystems (IP1)

Description/Main Topics
Administration
Establishment
Management and Planning
Restrictions
Monitoring and Enforcement

Law of the Republic of
Indonesia No. 27/2007 On
Management of Coastal Zone
and Small Islands (IP2)

Malaysia (MP)

State of Sabah No. 6 Parks
Enactment of 1984

Philippines (PP)

Republic of the Philippines
Republic Act No. 7586 National
Integrated Protected Areas
System Act of 1992

Administration
Establishment
Financial Provision
Restrictions
Monitoring and Enforcement
Administration
Establishment
Management and Planning
Protected Area Assessments
Financial Provision
Restrictions
Monitoring and Enforcement

Within this policy analysis, policies were analyzed by country across a series of general
topics, which included the protected area system structure, authorities outlined, restrictions, and
monitoring and enforcement. Additionally, as both policies from Indonesia (IP1 and IP2) and the
Philippines (PP) discussed management and planning processes more in depth, these topics were
discussed in distinct sections for these policies. Similarly, both of the Malaysian and the
Philippines policies covered information and development topics more distinctly, so these were
additional assessed subsections for these countries. Analysis of each countries’ documents is
then followed by a summary comparing the similarities and differences across the policies,
accompanied by a comparison table (Table 12).
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Indonesian Protected Areas Policy:
The Act of the Republic of Indonesia No. 5 Concerning Conservation of Living
Resources and Their Ecosystems (IP1) was enacted in 1990 by the President of Indonesia and the
House of Representatives. This Act serves to provide for more effective conservation regulations
that promote a sustainable utilization of living resources and their ecosystems within Indonesia
(pg. 2, IP1). IP1 specifically states that it was created because prior “laws and regulation, which
are legal products of the Dutch Colonial Government, are not comprehensive, so that they must
be revoked because they are not suitable with the existing legal development and national
policy” (pg. 2, IP1).
In addition to IP1, the Law of the Republic of Indonesia No. 27 on Management of
Coastal Zone and Small Islands (IP2) is also relevant to governing and managing areas such as
the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. This law was similarly enacted through the joint approval of the
President and the House of Representatives, and it was legislated in 2007. This Law’s scope
covers the transitional area between land and marine ecosystems within Indonesia, which is
recognized to be influenced by changes both at land and sea. Herein, the jurisdiction landward
includes the administrative area of a sub district, and the jurisdiction seaward covers up to twelve
nautical miles from the coastline (Article 2, IP2). Regulations under IP2 on Management of
Coastal Zones and Small Islands seek to address planning, exploitation, surveillance, and control
processes to better protect, conserve, rehabilitate, and utilize Indonesia’s ecological systems
(Article 1, 4 and 5, IP2). To better promote social welfare, this Law also aims to promote
synergy between land and marine ecosystems, central and local governments, various sectors,
and science and management efforts (Article 1 and 6, IP2).
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Both IP1 and IP2 emphasize that Indonesia’s biota and ecosystems are valuable resources
bestowed by God, which need to be preserved and used sustainably to best benefit human
welfare and quality of life in both the present and future (pg. 1 and Article 3, IP1; pg. 1, IP2). IP1
notes that “all elements of living resources and their ecosystems basically are interdependent and
interinfluencing, so that, deterioration and extinction of one element leads to damaging
ecosystems as a whole” (pg. 2, IP1). Thus, arguing it is important to protect the environment
through more comprehensive approaches. The main activities outlined involve protecting
ecosystem life support systems, preserving plant and animal species diversity and their
ecosystems, and using plant and animal resources and their ecosystems in sustainable ways
(Article 5, IP1).
IP2 emphasizes that coastal zones and small islands have particularly rich and diverse
resources, and that these areas are important to social, economic, cultural, and environmental
developments, and to upholding national sovereignty (pg. 1, IP2). This Law states that it aims to
provide for the sustainable management of these areas, in ways that align with a global vision,
account for public aspiration and participation, and are cohesive with national values (pg. 1, IP2).
Moreover, this legislation states it is founded on principles like sustainability, consistency,
integration, legal certainty, equality, public participation, transparency, decentralization, and
accountability (Article 3, IP2).

Protected Area System Structure:
Plant and animal species diversity is to be preserved through both the protection of
individuals and of the species’ ecosystems (Article 11, IP1). Protected area classifications vary in
order to address the needs of different areas and are described in Table 10. Additionally,
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preservation efforts are to be implemented both inside and outside of designated nature sanctuary
reserves. Within reserves protections are designed to emphasize the preservation of a natural
balance of processes, which are to be minimally interfered with (Article 13, IP1). In contrast,
preservation efforts taking place outside of reserves may involve protecting and promoting the
breeding efforts of certain species (Article 13, IP1).
Under IP1, sanctuary reserves consist of strict nature reserves and wildlife sanctuaries
(Article 14, IP1), which both aim to preserve biodiversity and protect ecosystem life support
system processes (Article 15, IP1). Nature conservation areas consist of national parks, grand
forest parks, and natural recreation parks (Article 29, IP1). Nature conservation areas also seek to
preserve biodiversity and protect life support systems, but additionally allow the sustainable
utilization of living resources and ecosystems within (Article 30 IP1). Activities related to
research, education, breeding enhancement, culture and nature recreation are allowed in these
areas if they do not diminish important specified ecosystem functions (Article 31, IP1). National
Parks, thus, consist of utilization zones and potentially other designated zones deemed necessary
by management (Article 32, IP1). Both reserves and nature conservation areas have adjacent
buffer zones which may have complementary levels of activity restrictions (Article 16 and 29,
IP1). Buffer zone management duties are reserved to the land rights holder, but their
management methods must follow government regulations (Article 16, IP1).
Parts of Indonesia’s coastal zone and its small islands may be established as conservation
areas to better protect and preserve ecosystems, protect migrating fish and other biota, protect
marine biota habitats, and protect traditional cultural sites (Article 28, IP2). These areas are
deemed to have important fish resources, transit/migratory channels, harbor particular customs,
or include unique ecosystems that are vulnerable to change (Article 28, IP2). Additionally, small
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islands, sandbars, atolls, and coral reefs that are determined to be important base points for the
measurement Indonesian water qualities are to be established as protected areas by the Minister
of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (Article 24, IP2). Conservation areas are divided into a core
zone, limited utilization zone, and other zones designated as appropriate for wilderness,
traditional use, rehabilitation, etc. (Article 29 and 32, IP1). Core zones are strictly protected, and
any changes due to anthropogenic activities are prohibited (Article 32, IP1). In contrast,
utilization zones may be developed for recreation and as tourist destinations (Article 32, IP1).
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Table 10. Indonesia Coastal Management Categories
Sanctuary Reserve “A specific terrestrial or aquatic area having sanctuary as its main
(Article 1, IP1)
function preserving biodiversity of plants and animals, as well as an
ecosystem which also acts as a life support system”
“A sanctuary reserve area having a characteristic set of plants, animals
• Strict Nature
and ecosystems, which must be protected and allowed to develop
Reserve
(Article 1, IP1) naturally”
“A sanctuary reserve area having a high value of species diversity
• Wildlife
and/or a unique animal species, in which habitat management may be
Sanctuary
(Article 1, IP1) conducted, in order to assure their continue and existence”
Biosphere Reserve “An area of native, unique, and/or degraded ecosystems, where all
(Article 1, IP1)
natural components need to be protected and sustained for its important
research and education”
Nature
“A specific terrestrial or aquatic area whose main function are to
Conservation
preserve diversity of plant and animal species, as well as to provide a
Area
sustainable utilization of living resources and their ecosystems”
(Article 1, IP1)
• National Park “A nature conservation area which possesses native ecosystems, and
(Article 1, IP1) which is managed through a zoning system utilized which facilitates
research, science, education, breeding enhancement, recreation and
tourism purposes”
“A nature conservation area intended to provide a variety of indigenous
• Grand Forest
and/or introduced plants and animals for research, science, education,
Park
(Article 1, IP1) breeding enhancement, culture, recreation and tourism purposes”
“A nature conservation area mainly intended for recreation and tourism
• Nature
purpose”
Recreation
Park
(Article 1, IP1)
Conservation
The “coastal zones and small islands with particular characteristics
Area (Article 1,
which is protected to realization of sustainable management of the
IP2)
Coastal Zone and Small Islands”
Public Utilization
A “part of the Coastal Zone in which appropriation is determined for
Region
various sectoral activities”
(Article 1, IP2)
Particular
An “area related to State sovereignty, environmental control, and/or
National Strategic world heritage sites, in which development is prioritized for national
Area
interests”
(Article 1, IP2)
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Authorities:
The conservation of living resources and their ecosystems is to be overseen by the
country’s central government, though implementation of conservation management duties may
be tasked to local governments (Article 38, IP1). This may involve both delegating certain
elements of conservation authority to local governments and assigning provincial governments to
deal with and support these elements (Article 38, IP1).
The governance and management of coastal zone and small islands at the national level is
to be carried through an integrated process, across scales and sectors, but under the coordination
of the Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (Article 53, IP2). Additionally, management
activities at the provincial level are to be carried out through the integrated coordination of
government offices in charge of marine affairs and fisheries (Article 54, IP2). Similarly,
coordinated activities at the regency/municipal level are to be carried out by local government
offices in the field (Article 55, IP2). Coordinated activities these authorities are responsible for
include evaluating proposed plans and activities in accordance with broader management plans;
running accreditation programs at the national, provincial, and regency/municipality scales;
providing recommendations for activity permits; and supplying updated data and information to
management efforts (Article 53, 54 and 55, IP2).
Comprehensive management plans for coastal zones and small island areas are to be
formulated by local governments, which are called to consider the interests of both themselves
and the central government (Article 7, IP2). Local governments are required to disseminate
management plan drafts to the public for feedback, comments, and suggestions before revision
(Article 14, IP2). The regents/mayors of these local governments can then present the final drafts
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of their management plans to their governor and the Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries to
receive final comments and/or suggestions (Article 14, IP2).
Potential conservation areas may be proposed by individuals, community organizations,
and/or the government (Article 29, IP2). These calls are to be based on alignment with specific
ecosystem characteristics and support from data and scientific information collected about the
area (Article 28, IP2). The Minister is in charge of determining and designating the specific
classification a conservation area receives (including National Conservation Areas) and
designing pattern and methods of management for the area, as well as other parameters needed
for achieving the conservation area’s goals (Article 28, IP2). The Minister also has the authority
to change the status of core zones for conservation areas within national waters (Article 51, IP2).
Figure 7 shows a diagram of the governance components discussed within these policies and
their relative working relationships.

Figure 7. Indonesia Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Governance Structure
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Management:
Nature conservation areas are to be managed by the central government, including the
President. IP1 urges for public participation to be promoted throughout this process, but the
specific ways for this to be implemented are not outlined within this policy (Article 34, IP1).
Within nature conservation areas, tourism and recreation activities may be developed in
Utilization Zones based on approved management plans (Article 34, IP1). However, nature
conservation areas and/or utilization activities within them may be shut off whenever necessary
to maintain or rehabilitate natural resources and the ecosystem within (Article 35, IP1). IP1 also
emphasizes the need to lead and mobilize citizen participation in conservation through education
and extension programs, starting from a young age (Article 37, IP1). However, the details on
planning and implementing these programs is not outlined within the policy.
Comprehensive Management Plans for coastal zones and small islands consist of a
number of related sub-plans, including: (1) a plan on “Zoning for Coastal Areas and Small
Islands”, (2) a “Management Plan for Coastal Areas and Small Islands”, (3) a “Strategic Plan for
Coastal Zone and Small Islands”, and (4) an “Action Plan for the Management of Coastal Areas
and Small Islands” (Article 7, IP2). Proposals for the formulation of these plans are to be carried
out by local governments and industries like tourism and fisheries (Article 14, IP2). Local
governments, in accordance with their respective authorities, are then called to formulate the
management plans (Article 7, IP2). These plans are meant to address the interests of both central
and local governments, and during this process, planners are specifically called to involve the
public, based on guidelines by an additional Ministerial Regulation enacted by the Minister of
Marine Affairs and Fisheries (Article 7, IP2).

93

Regency/municipal governments oversee creating detailed “Zoning Plans” for the areas
within their jurisdiction (Article 7, IP2). These plans serve to control the exploitation of
resources within coastal zones and small islands under the rule of provincial and/or
regency/municipal governments (Article 9, IP2). The plans aim to consider “harmonization,
synchronization, and balance with the carrying capacity of the ecosystem, the functions of
exploitation and protection, space and time dimensions, socio-cultural and technological
dimensions, and security and defense functions” (Article 9, IP2). Areas may be prioritized for
conservation, socio-cultural or economic reasons, sea-transportation, strategic industry means, or
security and defense purposes (Article 10, IP2). Thus, zoning plans include designations such as
Public Utilization Areas, Conservation Areas, Particular National Strategic Areas, and sea routes
(Article 10, IP2). These plans and designations are to be officially established by regulations at
smaller regional levels (Article 9, IP2), though the process for this is not clearly outlined within
this policy.
“Management Plans for Coastal Zone and Small Islands” contain policies related to
regulation and administrative procedures concerning the exploitation of permitted and prohibited
resources (Article 12, IP2). The document also serves to provide a scale of prioritization for
exploited resources that considers the area’s characteristics and qualities, as well as public needs
and inputs (Article 12, IP2). These management plans are required to include an organized report
mechanism to allow for the production of accurate and accessible data and information (Article
12, IP2). Additionally, they are called to describe the availability of trained human resources for
the implementation of the policy and its procedures (Article 12, IP2). These plans are designed to
cover five years of management, and may be reviewed at least once (Article 12, IP2).
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“Strategic Plans for Coastal Zone and Small Islands” are designed to serve as more longterm development plans, covering twenty-year spans and reviewed every five years (Article 8,
IP2). Lastly, “Action Plans” are designed as shorter-term plans (1-3 years) with the goal of
directing and implementing “Management” and “Zoning” plans together to meet the “Strategic
Plan” (Article 13, IP2).
The degradation of ecosystems is to be addressed through planned and continuous
rehabilitation efforts (Article 10, IP1). Rehabilitation of coastal zones and small islands may
involve enrichment of living resources, habitat improvement, protection of marine species, and
environmentally friendly processes carried out by considering the ecosystem balance and/or local
biodiversity (Article 32, IP2). These processes may be undertaken by the local or central
government, as well as any person who directly or indirectly benefits from these areas (Article
33, IP2). Additionally, reclamation of these areas may be used to enhance the technical,
environmental, or socio-economic benefits that these coastal zones and/or small islands provide
(Article 34, IP2). Reclamation efforts seek to consider the sustainability of habitation and
livelihoods of the public, balance between utilizing and preserving environmental functions, and
technical requirements for extracting materials (Article 34, IP2).
In efforts to increase stakeholder capacity and participation in coastal areas, a Marine
Partnership is to be established under this law. This Marine Partnership is a forum for
cooperation between central and local governments, universities, non-governmental
organizations, professional organizations, prominent public figures, and related industries
(Article 41, IP2). Facilitated by local and central governments and/or relevant industries, this
partnership particularly aims to promote activities surrounding education and training, applied
research, and policy recommendations (Article 41, IP2).
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The government is obligated to carry out an accreditation program covering the
management of coastal zones and small islands. This program is designed to assess management
efforts’ relevance of priority issues, public consultation processes, positive impacts to
environmental preservation, impacts on improving public prosperity, appropriate implementation
capacity, and support of government policy and programs (Article 40, IP2). Managers of
accredited programs may be given incentives such as program and technical assistance (Article
40, IP2).
Local and central governments are required to manage and periodically update data and
information on coastal zones and small islands through official documents and publications
(Article 15, IP2). Under IP2 this data and information is to be made public and can be utilized by
any person and/or primary stakeholder (Article 15, IP2). Additionally, every person exploiting
these areas’ resources is obligated to submit information to the government within at least sixty
days since they began their exploitation (Article 15, IP2).

Restrictions:
IP1 states that all people are “prohibited from doing any activity which leads to a change
of natural integrity of a sanctuary reserve”, with the exception of habitat management activities
conducted in order to maintain wildlife populations within wildlife sanctuaries (Article 19, IP1).
Within this restriction, changes include decreasing a reserve’s functioning, as well as introducing
exotic plant and animal species (Article 19, IP1). Within National Parks, all people are
prohibited from engaging in activities that may “modify the natural integrity” of the park’s core
zone by diminishing function or introducing exotic species (Article 33, IP1). Individuals are also
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not permitted to perform activities that are inconsistent with the designated functions and
utilizations of the nature conservation area (Article 33, IP1).
Life support system areas contain natural processes that ensure the continued existence of
living organisms. IP1 states that “every holder of land rights or rights over aquatic areas within a
life support system area shall be responsible for maintaining and obliged to ensure the continuity
of the protected function of the area” (Article 9, IP1). To protect these areas, the government can
regulate and enforce land management and utilization and concession rights (Article 9, IP1). IP1
emphasizes that it is important to consider and balance the interests of these rights holders in
conjunction with the needs of the ecological life support system (Article 8, IP1).
Additional regulations outlined by this Act aim to preserve protected species that have
been classified as endangered or rare (Article 20, IP1). For example, all people are prohibited
from taking, keeping, harming, exterminating, caring for, transporting, or trading live or dead
protected plants and animals (Article 21, IP1). Similarly, animal parts and products (such as
eggs) are not allowed to be taken, possessed, or traded (Article 21, IP1). Exceptions may be
made only for purposes of research, science, or safeguarding the species, and a permit is required
(Article 22, IP1). Moreover, protected animals may only be permitted to be caught, injured, or
killed if they are endangering human life (Article 22, IP1).
Within coastal zones and small islands, individuals are prohibited from mining coral
reefs; collecting coral from Conservation Areas; using explosives, toxins, substances, or
instruments that may damage coral reefs; using means or methods that may damage mangroves
or sea-grass beds; altering mangroves for mariculture, industrial activities, or settlement when
such is unsustainable or affects a Conservation Area; mining sand, oil, gas, or minerals in ways
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that may be damaging to the technical, ecological, social and/or cultural aspects of the
environment or local communities; and engaging in damaging construction (Article 35, IP2).
Business in coastal waters may be allowed through the issuance of HP-3 certificates to
citizens, legal entities under Indonesian Law, and Indigenous People (Article 16 and 18, IP2).
HP-3s are issued for particular areas (Article 17, IP2) and for twenty-year durations (Article 19,
IP2). This certification process aims to consider the importance of preserving the ecosystem
affected, national interests, Indigenous People, and the rights of innocent passage for foreign
vessels (Article 17, IP2). In order to receive a certificate applicants must formulate a plan for
exploitation that is compatible with the ecosystem’s carrying capacity and establish a system of
surveillance and reporting results to the agency overseeing HP-3s (Article 21, IP2). HP-3
applications may be rejected if the business is deemed to be a serious threat to preservation, not
supported by scientific evidence, or there is potential for damage that cannot be restored (Article
21, IP2). They cannot be issued for Conservation Areas, fisheries sanctuaries, sea lanes, port
areas, or public beaches (Article 22, IP2). These certificates may also be terminated for greater
public interests, or if they are being neglected by the users (Article 20, IP2).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
Indonesia’s central and local governments are obligated to monitor and evaluate their
management plans and implementation (Article 36, IP2). Surveillance and control over
management efforts in coastal zones and small islands is to be conducted by civil servant
officials that have been given special policing authority (Article 36, IP2). Similarly, conservation
efforts are to be enforced by designated civil servants and a police investigator of the Republic of
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Indonesia, who are responsible for investigating criminal actions related to the conservation of
living resources and their ecosystems (Article 39, IP1).
These officials have the authority to patrol coastal zones and small islands within their
jurisdiction, and receive reports regarding damages to coastal ecosystems, Conservation Areas,
Public Utilization Regions, and Particular National Strategic Areas. Additionally, the public may
aid surveillance efforts by submitting reports and/or claims to overseeing agencies (Article 38,
IP2).
Civil servant investigators for both conservation affairs and marine and fisheries affairs in
coastal zones and small islands have the authority to receive reports or complaints of potential
criminal acts and carry out inspections on the credibility of these reports (Article 39, IP1; Article
70, IP2). Conservation civil servant investigators are authorized to investigate potential criminals
by examining the identification cards of people caught within Sanctuary Reserves and Nature
Conservation Areas, gathering information, and searching for and confiscating evidence of
criminal conservation-related acts (Article 39, IP1). The process and findings from these
investigations are to be reported to prosecutors through the Police Investigator Official of the
Republic of Indonesia (Article 39, IP1). By comparison, civil servant investigators in charge of
enforcing regulations in coastal zones and small islands are allowed to summon individuals for
examination as a potential witness or suspect, bring in necessary experts, inspect facilities and
instruments expected to have been used for the criminal act, and confiscate any substances or
instruments that might have been involved as evidence (Article 70, IP2).
The settlement of management disputes in coastal zones and small islands may be settled
via litigation or non-litigation methods, unless a criminal act is involved, in which case nonlitigation approaches are not valid (Article 64, IP2). The settlement of disputes through non99

litigation processes can be carried out by the disputing parties themselves, and an agreement may
be made on a type and amount of compensation or a particular action to be taken by the parties
(Article 65, IP2).
Individuals that break IP1 regulations may be punished with fines and/or imprisonment
(Article 40, IP1). If illegal activities were conducted intentionally, they are to be regulated as
criminal acts, whereas if they resulted from negligence, then they are to be considered violations
(Article 40, IP1). Individuals that are responsible for illegal activities related to coastal zones or
small islands are obligated to pay compensation to the State and/or carry out rehabilitation or
recovery efforts at their own expense to the area they have impacted (Article 66, IP2). These
individuals may also be subject to a fine (Article 67, IP2) or to imprisonment (Article 73, IP2).
Under IP2, the public and public organizations have the right to file class action for the purpose
of preserving environmental functions (Article 68 and 69, IP2).

Malaysian Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Policy:
The Parks Enactment (MP) was enacted by the Legislature of the State of Sabah on
March 15, 1984. This policy was created to repeal and reenact a law regarding the provision and
control of National Parks and National Reserves in Sabah, to improve park terms in the policy
regarding the constitution, administration, procedure, functions, and finance (pg. 2, MP). This
policy outlines the designation of National Parks and Reserves and their governance and
management. However, the broader goals of this Enactment and how they align with the
country’s environmental or sociocultural aspirations are not described explicitly within this
policy.
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Protected Area System Structure:
Under this legislation, Parks and Nature Reserves can be created by the declaration of the
Yang di-Pertua Negeri (Malaysia’s constitutional monarch). The exact parameters for Park
versus Nature Reserve delineations are not described within this policy. However, it is noted that
Nature Reserves, in part, include areas “of land having a minimum size of 2,500 acres” but that
do not “qualify for one or more characteristics to be a Park under the international definition”
(Part I 2, MP).

Authorities:
The Yang di-Pertua Negeri, with advisement from the Minister “responsible for matters
relating to Parks” in Sabah, may declare intent to constitute any land as a Park or Nature Reserve
(Part II 3, MP). This authority includes the power to acquire land lawfully occupied by any
person for a public purpose (under the provisions of a Land Acquisition Ordinance) when it is
considered “expedient to include in a Park or Nature Reserve” (Part II 10, MP). In response to
such designation, the District Officer or Collector overseeing such Park or Nature Reserve is in
charge of recording all public statements made in regard to the designated land and inquire into
any objections or claims about maintaining rights or conceding privileges over the land (Part II 7
and 21, MP). During these inquiries, the District Officer or Collector has the power to call for
relevant witnesses and documents (Part II 7, MP). These inquiries are used to create a statement
of particulars of all rights, privileges, objections, and opinions, which is used by the Yang diPertua Negeri to make an order “conceding, modifying or disallowing the exercise of such rights
and privileges and admitting or rejecting such objections wholly or in part” (Part II 8M, MP).
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If any land within a local authority is declared to be a Park or Nature Reserve, it shall
cease to be part of the local authority area (Part II 13, MP) and if a forest reserve, game
sanctuary or bird sanctuary is declared to be a Park or Nature Reserve, the former designation
will be nulled (Part II 13, MP). The land is to instead be vested to the Board of Trustees of the
Sabah Parks through a leasehold that makes them “free of all liabilities and encumbrances not
mentioned in the declaration” (Part II 13, MP).
The Board of Trustees oversees regulating the ways in which rights and privileges
regarding Parks or Nature Reserves are exercised (Part II 9, MP). These objectives may be
achieved through activities such as; providing and maintaining adequate park and reserve
services and facilities; working to ensure the security and wellbeing of park and reserve animals
and vegetation; reserving portions of the parks or reserves for animal breeding or vegetation
nurseries; and working to develop commercial and industrial enterprises such as tourism, tree
plantation, research, and training, etc. (Part VI 45, MP). They are also called to make
recommendations to the government concerning “the methods, measures, and policies to be
adopted to facilitate the development of the Parks or Nature Reserves” (Part VI 45, MP).
Moreover, the Board has the power to appoint committees to aid in carrying out Park or Nature
Reserve directions (Part IV 35, MP) and oversee controlling and administering a Park Fund (Part
VI 45, MP), which consists of contributions and money made by the Board through fees,
investments, and payment for park or reserve offenses (Part VII 46, MP).
The Board is capable of suing and being sued in its corporate name; of purchasing or
dealing with any property; and entering into contracts as necessary to carry out its objectives
under this enactment (Part III 24, MP). Disputes regarding Park or Nature Reserve directions
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may be appealed to the Minister responsible for parks, who has the authority to make final
decisions regarding the park or reserve (Part II 9, MP).
The Board of Trustees of the Sabah Parks is to appoint a Director of Parks, who is in
charge of the administration of this Enactment; coordinating all activities related to Parks and
Nature Reserves; undertaking studies related to any aspect of potential or existing Parks and
Nature Reserves; providing information and recommending policies to the Minister; publishing
an annual report on park and reserve activities; investigating compliance and potential regulation
violations; providing park and reserve education to the public; promoting and coordinating
systemic park and reserve planning; and appointing officers and servants with the approval of the
Board (Part V 41, MP). The Director of Parks may also appoint Honorary Park Rangers or Park
Wardens to help carry out this Enactment (Section V 41A, MP).
If the Yang di-Pertua Negeri is advised by scientific research or investigation, the
Minister, and the Board of Trustees, then they also have the authority to rescind the constitution
of all or a part of any Park or Nature Reserve (Part II 18 and 23, MP). Figure 8 below shows the
governance components within this policy and their comparative structure.
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Figure 8. Malaysia Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Governance Structure

Information and Development:
In publicly declaring intentions to prescribe an area as a Park or Nature Reserve, the
Yang di-Pertua Negeri is called to specify in detail the “situation and extent of such land” within
the nation’s Gazette publication (Part II 3, MP). The District Officer or Collector of the
designated land’s district is then called to publish notices in at least Bahasa Malaysia and English
in expedient locations about the land’s designation as a Park or Nature Reserve, the area’s
declared provisions, consequences for violating park regulations, and a timeframe over three
months that will allow for the public to come forward with any objections, comments, or claims
to specific rights or privileges related to the land specified (Part II 6 and 20, MP). Additionally,
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any changes to the rights, privileges, or conditions governing a Park or Nature Reserve that are
deemed necessary must also be published in the Gazette to spread awareness of the modifications
(Part II 14, MP). Similarly, intentions for the cessation of a Park or Nature Reserve must also be
published through a notification in the Gazette, which is to include detailed information about
the situation and extent of such land (Part II 18, MP).

Restrictions:
After a notification of intention is published for a piece of land to be declared a Park or
Nature Reserve, the land may not have houses or plantations built upon it, it may not be cleared
for cultivation or other purposes, and no hunting is to take place within it, unless recommended
by the Director of Parks and authorized by the Minister responsible for parks (Part II 5, MP).
Once declared a Park or Nature reserve, no individuals (except for with written
permission from the Board, Director of Parks, or a Park Officer) are allowed to cut, damage,
remove, or destroy any tree, protected plant, or coral; hunt, kill, injure, capture, or disturb any
animals or nests; remove or introduce any animal or vegetation; or remove, damage, or destroy
any object of geological historical, or scientific interest within the Park or Nature Reserve (Part
VIII 48, MP). It is prohibited to bring in or possess any weapons, explosives, traps, poisons,
noxious substances, heavy machinery, or tools for collecting plant or animal specimens (Part
VIII 48, MP). Additionally, individuals cannot spread or discharge any chemicals or toxic wastes
that may harm animals or vegetations in the park; clear or break up the land; obstruct or divert
any bodies of water within or flowing into the area; or erect any buildings (Part VIII 48, MP).
Lastly, this Enactment prohibits against individuals entering any area of a Park or Nature
Reserve that has not been developed or designated for public usage; recording any photographs
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or videos for commercial purposes within the Parks or Nature Reserves; and carrying out
research or collecting scientific, social, or cultural data (Part VIII 48, MP). Exceptions to these
rules may be provided via privileges lawfully acquired before the Enactment’s commencement
or through provisions of laws relating to mining or prospecting for minerals within a Park (Part
VIII 48, MP).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
If the Director of Parks, any Trustee, or any authorized Park Officer believes on
reasonable grounds that a person has committed an offense against this Enactment either within
or outside of a Park or Nature Reserve boundary, then they may enter and search any land,
infrastructure, or vehicle of the person in question (Part VIII 51, MP). These authorities may also
require that the person suspected of a crime produce for inspection any animal, mineral,
vegetation, weapon, trap, or material that may be related to the potential offense (Part VIII 51,
MP). These items may be seized or detained within presence of the owner or with written notice
and justification later provided to the owner (Part VIII 51, MP).
The Director or any Park Officer may arrest without warrant any individual reasonably
suspected of committing an offense under this Enactment (Part VIII 52, MP). Individuals that are
found to have engaged in prohibited activities within a Park or Nature Reserve are to be found
guilty of an offense and may be sentenced to imprisonment and/or given a monetary fine (Part
VIII 48, MP). If the individual’s offense included any alteration to the Park or Reserve for the
purpose of hunting (such as the creation of a pitfall or use of any devices fixed to the ground),
the Court may order such destroyed at the expense of the offender (Part VIII 55, MP).
Additionally, individuals with a license or permit for park or reserve related activities issued
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under this Enactment that are convicted of a related offense shall have this license or permit
cancelled, unless otherwise directed by the Court, and upon subsequent offenses may be
disqualified from holding any of these licenses or permits for up to three years (Part VIII 55,
MP).
This enactment notes that no action, suit, prosecution, or other proceedings are to be
brought personally against any Trustee, officer, or servant appointed by the Board regarding any
act done in pursuance of the execution of this Enactment (Part VIII 57, MP). However, the Board
itself is “liable to the extent it would be if such person were a servant or agent of the Board”
(Part VIII 57, MP).

Philippine Protected Areas Policy:
Republic Act No. 7586 (PP) was enacted in the Philippines July 2, 1991, by the Senate
and House of Representatives. This policy is described as “an act providing for the establishment
and management of [a] national integrated protected areas system (NIPAS)” and for “defining its
scope and coverage” (pg. 4641, PP) within the national park classification provided for in the
country’s constitution (Section 2, PP). These protected areas are to include “outstandingly
remarkable areas and biologically important public lands that are habitats of rare and endangered
species of plants and animals, biogeographic zones and related ecosystems, whether terrestrial,
wetland or marine” (Section 2, PP).
This policy aims to help protect and maintain “the natural biological and physical
diversities of the environment” (Section 2, PP), particularly in areas with “biologically unique
features to sustain human life and development, as well as plant and animal life” (Section 2, PP).
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The policy recognizes the “profound impact of man’s activities on all components of the natural
environment” (Section 2, PP) and the goal to “secure for the Filipino people of present and future
generations the perpetual existence of all native plants and animals” (Section 2, pp). Republic
Act No. 7586 also states that areas to be protected “possess common ecological values that may
be incorporated into a holistic plan representative of [the Philippines’] national heritage”
(Section 2, PP). Thus, the “use and enjoyment of these protected areas must be consistent with
the principles of biological diversity and sustainable development” (Section 2, PP).

Protected Area System Structure:
Under this policy a variety of protected area categories were established, including strict
nature reserves; natural parks; natural monuments; wildlife sanctuaries; protected landscapes and
seascapes; resource reserves; natural biotic areas; and other categories established by law,
conventions, or international agreements (Section 3, PP). These classifications are described in
Table 11. The Act also includes the establishment of buffer zones adjacent to protected areas that
allow for levels of regulation that help to avoid or minimize additional harm (Section 4, PP).
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Table 11. Philippines Protected Area Categories (Section 4, PP)
Strict Nature
“An area possessing some outstanding ecosystem, features and/or
Reserves
species of flora and fauna of national scientific importance
maintained to protect nature and maintain processes in an
undisturbed state in order to have ecologically representative
examples of the natural environment available for scientific study,
environmental monitoring, education, and for the maintenance of
genetic resources in a dynamic and evolutionary state”
Natural Parks
“A relatively large area not materially altered by human activity where
extractive resource uses are not allowed and maintained to protect
outstanding natural and scenic areas of national or international
significance for scientific, educational and recreational use”
Natural
“A relatively small areas focused on protection of small features to
Monument
protect or preserve nationally significant natural features on account of
their special interest or unique characteristics”
Wildlife
“An area which assures the natural conditions necessary to protect
Sanctuary
nationally significant species, groups of species, biotic communities or
physical features of the environment where these may require specific
human manipulation for their perpetuation”
Protected
“Areas of national significance which are characterized by the
Landscapes and
harmonious interaction of man and land while providing opportunities
Seascapes
for public enjoyment through recreation and tourisms within the normal
lifestyle and economic activity of these areas”
Resource Reserves “An extensive and relatively isolated and uninhabited area normally
with difficult access designated as such to protect natural resources of
the area for future use and prevent or contain development activities that
could affect the resource pending the establishment of objectives which
are based upon appropriate knowledge and planning”
Natural Biotic
“An area set aside to allow the way of life of societies living in harmony
Areas
with the environment to adapt to modern technology at their pace”

Authorities:
Administration, governance, and management of the NIPAS is placed under the
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) (Section 10, PP). Under this Act,
the Secretary of the DENR is empowered to perform activities such as classifying and defining
protected areas, prescribing permissible and prohibited activities for various NIPAS categories,
conducting protected area studies, reviewing and instigating the preparation of protected area
management plans, deputizing field officers for Act implementation and enforcement,
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prescribing NIPAS collection fees, controlling occupancy of suitable portions of protected areas
(excluding indigenous communities), etc. (Section 10, PP). This Act also provides for the
creation of a Protected Areas and Wildlife Division in regional offices of the DENR where
protected areas are established, which oversee the management of their protected areas and
promote permanent preservation goals (Section 10, PP).
Maps and legal descriptions or prescribed natural boundaries of all protected areas
intended to be established within NIPAS is to be created by the DENR and presented to the
Senate and House of Representatives within one year of this policy’s enactment (Section 5, PP).
The Secretary of the DENR can propose additional areas for inclusion into the system, if they
possess “outstanding physical features, anthropological significance and biological diversity”
(Section 6, PP). The DENR then has the authority and responsibility to study and review
prospective protected areas for their suitability to being added to the NIPAS, and report findings
to the President (Section 5, PP). The DENR is also in charge of providing annual reports on the
status of the NIPAS and any relevant information and/or recommendations to the President
(Section 17, PP).
Considering DENR recommendations, the President has the authority to issue
presidential proclamations designating new areas as protected areas and providing for protective
measures until Congress can enact a law fully declaring these areas as part of the NIPAS
(Section 5, PP). The DENR may also propose that certain protected areas be withdrawn,
disestablished, or modified if warranted by additional study and sanctioned by the majority of the
members of respective protected area management boards (Section 7, PP). If agreed upon by
Congress, disestablishment or modification of protected areas may be enacted (Section 7, PP).
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Protected area management boards are to be created for each established protected area,
and include a Regional Executive Director, as well as representatives from the relevant
municipal government, barangays (village-level settlements) in the protected area, tribal
communities, NGOs and local communities, and any other relevant departments or agencies
(Section 11, PP). These boards have the power to allocate budgets, approve funding proposals,
and make planning and administration decisions through majority vote and in accordance with
the general management strategy (Section 11, PP). Figure 9 is a diagram of the governance
elements mentioned in this legislation and their relative structure.

Figure 9. Philippines Coastal Zones and Protected Areas Governance Structure
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Information and Development:
All official documents and DENR records related to protected areas, such as maps and
legal descriptions of natural boundaries; copies of rules and regulations; notices and reports
regarding pending NIPAS additions, eliminations, or modifications, are to be made available to
the public (Section 5, PP). Some of the stated areas these are to be made available to the public
include DENR Regional Offices, Community Environment and Natural Resources Offices, and
Community Environment and Natural Resources Offices near protected areas (Section 5, PP).
Additionally, the DENR is responsible for conducting public hearings at locations near
areas that may be affected by proposed actions under this Act (Section 5, PP). Prior to the
hearing the DENR is required to notify the public of proposed actions through general circulation
newspaper publications and other appropriate means, and the DENR must invite all relevant
local government units, national agencies, people’s organizations, and nongovernment
organizations to submit their views on the proposed actions (Section 5, PP). The DENR is then
called to consider these public hearing recommendations and provide “sufficient explanation for
recommendations contrary to general sentiments expressed” (Section 5, PP).

Management:
Prospective protected areas are to be studied and assessed for whether they meet NIPAS
requirements. Each study is to include a forest occupants survey, an ethnographic study, a
protected area resource profile, and land use plans completed in coordination with respective
Regional Development Councils (Section 5, PP).
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Each protected area in the Philippines is to have individual management plans prepared
by three experts based on a broader general management planning strategy (Section 9, PP).
These plans are to include ways to “promote the adoption and implementation of innovative
management techniques” (Section 9, PP). These may be accomplished through considering
zoning restrictions, habitat conservation and rehabilitation, diversity management, community
organizing, socioeconomic and scientific research, site-specific policy development, etc. (Section
9, PP). This management strategy is also called to provide guidelines for “the protection of
indigenous cultural communities, other tenured migrant communities and sites and for close
coordination between and among local agencies of the Government as well as the private sector”
(Section 9, PP).
A management manual including management objectives, management plans, appropriate
zoning, basic background information, a field inventory of resources in the area, assessments of
assets and limitations, regional interrelationships, and a review of the area’s boundaries is to be
formulated for each protected area (Section 9, PP). Activity proposals outside of an area’s
management plan are subject to an environmental impact assessment and implementation
requires an Environmental Compliance Certificate to “minimize any adverse effects and take
preventive and remedial action when appropriate” (Section 12, PP). Additionally, proponents are
liable for any damages caused in protected areas from a lack of caution or indiscretion (Section
12, PP).
Ancestral lands and customary rights and interests are called to be given due recognition
under this Act (Section 13, PP). For example, while the DENR may prescribe rules and
regulations to govern ancestral lands within protected areas, they may not evict indigenous
communities nor resettle them to another area without their consent (Section 13, PP). All rules
113

and regulations are also subject to notice and hearings to be participated in by indigenous
community members (Section 12, PP).
This Act provides for the creation of an Integrated Protected Areas Fund (IPAS), a trust
fund meant to finance NIPAS projects (Section 16, PP). IPAS is to receive all income from the
operation and management of NIPAS, and the Fund may also solicit and receive donations,
endowments, and grant contributions (Section 16, PP). The Fund is to be used “solely for the
protection, maintenance, administration, and management of the System and duly approved
projects” (Section 16, PP).

Restrictions:
Unless allowed under specific protected area categorizations or provided permits, it is
prohibited to hunt, destroy, disturb, or possess any plants, animals, or products from protected
areas under this Act (Section 20, PP). It is also illegal to dump any waste and destroy or deface
any objects of natural beauty or cultural interest within Philippines protected areas (Section 20,
PP). Additional restrictions include damaging roads and trails, altering or destroying boundary
markings or signs, or constructing or maintaining any structures (Section 20, PP). A permit is
required to operate any motorized equipment or conduct any business within these protected
areas as well (Section 20, PP).
Protected areas, except strict nature reserves and natural parks, may only be explored
through a survey to gather information on energy resources, and only if such exploration
minimizes damages to surrounding areas (Section 14, PP). The exploitation and utilization of
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energy resources in NIPAS areas is also only allowed through a law passed by Congress (Section
14, PP).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
Field officers have the authority to investigate and search premises and make criminal
arrests for violations of protected area laws and regulations (Section 18, PP). Arrested
individuals are to be brought to the nearest police precinct for investigation (Section 18, PP) and
may be prosecuted by special prosecutors designated to protected areas under the Department of
Justice (Section 19, PP). Anyone who is found guilty by a court of justice of violating this Act
may face penalties such as fines and imprisonment (Section 21, PP). Offenders are also
responsible for restoring any damages or compensating restoration costs if applicable (Section,
PP). Additionally, if the offender is an association or corporation, the president or manager is to
be held accountable for the act of their employees or members (Section 21, PP).

Summary
The policies for Indonesia and the Philippines both emphasized being founded on
principles related to promoting conservation, national heritage, and sustainable development.
Indonesia’s policy also explicitly addressed the importance of principles of integration, equality,
participation, transparency, and accountability. Notably, while Malaysia’s policy provided a
framework for establishing and governing protected areas, it did not particularly emphasize
founding principles that lead to the creation of its Enactment.
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All three countries have restrictions and regulations that emphasize not harming or
disturbing animals or plants, and not engaging in any development activities within each
country’s protected areas. The policies for Indonesia and Malaysia specifically address
restrictions to mining, collecting, or damaging coral. Moreover, Indonesia’s IP2 expands on
prohibitions to mining, damaging, or altering mangroves, sea-grass beds, and marine resources
like sand, oil, gas, or minerals. Malaysia and the Philippines also restrict against bringing in
harmful materials and damaging or destroying any objects with significant cultural, historical, or
scientific value. Additionally, Malaysia explicitly restricts against removing or introducing biota,
possessing weapons in protected areas, altering waterways or bodies of water, trespassing into
areas that are not open to the public, recording photographs or videos in parks for commercial
purposes, and conducting research.
While both Indonesia’s and the Philippines’ documents describe detailed management
plans for governing coastal zones and protected areas, the Malaysian policy document does not
describe this process thoroughly. However, all of the countries outline the importance of sharing
protected area designations and management rulings with the public through official documents
and publications. In Indonesia, individual resource users are also required to submit data and
information about their exploitative endeavors. Additionally, all three countries have policies
that describe the need for strong authority and assessments that can support the monitoring of the
state and progress of protected areas, and to enforcing regulations. Violations of regulations
within these policies are to be investigated in each country, and repercussions for offences
against each policy may include fines or imprisonment. Some issues in Indonesia may also be
settled through non-litigative means (if no crime was committed) and a settlement out of court
may be made.
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In Malaysia, one participation opportunity involves a mandate that the public must be
allowed to provide feedback on potential areas to be designated as protected. However,
additional participation opportunities are not expanded on. In Indonesia, citizens are called to be
involved in public discussions on management plans, and to engage in Marine Partnership
processes. Individuals also have the right to file class actions against other people and
organizations that may be violating the policy. In the Philippines’s policy, the general public is to
be invited to public hearings about protected area management plans and may participate in
Protected Area Management Boards.
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Table 12. Summary Comparison of Coastal and Protected Area Policies Elements
Creator(s)

Founding Principles

Authorities

Regulations and
Restrictions

Management Plans

Indonesia

House of
Representatives;
President

Conservation;
National Heritage;
Sustainable
Development;
Integration; Equality;
Participation;
Transparency;
Accountability

Minister; Governor;
Regent/Mayor; Local
Governments

Construction;
Damaging Coral
(Mining or
Collecting);
Damaging or Altering
Plants (Mangroves,
Sea-Grass Beds);
Mining (Sand, Oil,
Gas, or Minerals);
Taking, Harming,
Selling, or Trading
Protected Species

Management Plans
(Zoning Plans,
Strategic Plans,
Action Plans);
Rehabilitation;
Reclamation;
Business Certificates

Malaysia

Legislature of the
State of Sabah

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Yang di-Pertua
Negeri (monarch);
District Officer or
Collector; Board of
Trustees; Director of
Parks; Minister of
Parks

Construction;
Damaging Coral;
Damaging or Altering
Plants (Trees or
Protected Species);
Harming or
Disturbing Animals;
Removing or
Introducing Biota;
Damaging
Waterways or
Bodies; Destroying
Significant Objects;
Possessing Weapons
or Harmful Materials;
Trespassing;
Recording Media for
Commercial
Purposes;
Conducting Research

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Philippines

House of
Representatives;
Senate

Conservation;
National Heritage;
Sustainable
Development

President; Congress;
Secretary of the
DENR; Protected
Areas and Wildlife
Divisions; Protected
Area Management
Boards

Construction;
Damaging of Altering
Plants; Harming or
Disturbing Animals;
Destroying Significant
Objects; Possessing
Harmful Materials;
Altering Boundary
Signs

Management Plans
(Individual Protected
Area Management
Plans); Broader
Management
Strategies
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Monitoring

Enforcement

Repercussions for
Violations

Participation

Information

Indonesia

Surveillance;
Monitoring by the
Public; Field
Observations;
Management
Evaluations

Civil Servant
Officials; Police
Investigators; Class
Action Options

Fines; Imprisonment;
Settlements

Public Feedback (on
Planning); Marine
Partnerships; Public
Monitoring
Opportunity

Information Sharing
through Official
Documents and
Publications; Data
Submissions by
Resource Users

Malaysia

Park Officers;
Honorary Park
Rangers; Honorary
Park Wardens;
Director of Parks;
Board Trustees

Park/Field Officers;
Director; Board
Trustees

Fines; Imprisonment

Public Feedback (on
Potential Protected
Area Designations);
Honorary Ranger
and Park Warden
Opportunity

Information Sharing
through Official
Documents and
Publications

Philippines

Impact Assessments

Park/Field Officers

Fines; Imprisonment

Public Feedback
(Public Hearings);
Protected Area
Management Boards

Information Sharing
through Official
Documents and
Publications;
Newspaper
Publications
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Environmental Quality Policies
These documents (see Table 13) serve to create a framework from a national legislation
level for regulating activities that may impact environmental quality and services. Within these
policies, the environment includes a totality of space with all materials, resources, and organisms
and their influences, livelihoods, and welfares. Policies for Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines all consider environmental protection and management to involve systematic efforts
to preserve the functions of the environment and the use of its resources into the future. The main
shared threats to environmental quality and services discussed within documents for all of these
countries include hazardous chemicals, production wastes, and pollution.
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Table 13. Environmental Policy Documents
Country
Policy Title
Indonesia (IE)

The Law on Environmental
Protection and Management,
Law No. 32/2009

Malaysia (ME)

Laws of Malaysia Act 127
Environmental Quality Act 1974

Philippines (PE1, PE2 & PE3)

Presidential Decree No. 1121
(PE1)
Philippine Environmental Code,
Presidential Decree No. 1152
(PE2)

Description/Main Topics
Administration
Quality Standards
Planning and Assessment
Restrictions
Mitigation and Restoration
Licenses
Economic Measures
Monitoring and Enforcement
Participation
Information System
Administration
Quality Standards
Planning and Assessment
Restrictions
Licenses
Economic Measures
Monitoring and Enforcement
Administration
Quality Standards
Restrictions
Economic Measures
Monitoring and Enforcement
Energy Development

Republic Act 9003 (PE3)

This analysis includes policies on environmental evaluation and planning practices,
businesses and licenses, requirements and restrictions, monitoring, and enforcement, economic
measures, and information and development. Analysis of each country’s documents is then
followed by a summary comparing the similarities and differences across the policies,
accompanied by a comparison table (Table 14).

121

Indonesian Environmental Policy:
Indonesia Law No. 32 (IE) was enacted on October 3, 2009, by the President H. Susilo
Bambang Yudhoyono and the House of Representatives as a renewal to Law No. 23 1997. This
renewal was instigated in order to “better guarantee legal certainty and protect [the] right of
everybody to obtain a proper and healthy environment as part of the extensive environmental
protection” (pg. 11A, IE). The stated fundamental difference between this Law and Law No. 23
is the reinforcement of principles of environmental protection and management based on good
governance, through aspects of transparency, participation, accountability, and justice (35A, IE).
The document notes that legislations implementing regulations for Law No. 23 that do not
contradict Law No. 32 are to remain in effect (Article 124, IE). Additionally, other regulations at
national and regional levels are obliged to observe the protection of environmental functions and
principles of management in accordance with this law (Article 44, IE).
Indonesia Law No. 32 states that “a proper and healthy environment constitutes a human
right of every Indonesian citizen” (pg. 11A, IE) and that “decreasing environmental quality has
threatened the continuation of life of human and other creatures so that all stakeholders need to
protect and manage the environment seriously and consistently” (pg. 11A, IE). This policy
specifically seeks to provide an outline for environmental quality protections in the face of
climate change, while still providing economic development on the basis of sustainable and
environmentally sound development principles (pg. 11A, IE).
This Law seeks to protect the country from environmental pollution and damage, and to
preserve environmental functions in order to assure human safety, health and life (Article 3, IE).
It is founded on principles such as state conservation and sustainability, harmony and
equilibrium, benefit, prudence, justice, participation, local wisdom, good governance, state
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responsibility, and regional autonomy (Article 2, IE). This policy also aims to anticipate global
environmental issues that may come and emphasizes environmental justice for current and future
generations (Article 3, IE).

Authorities:
In order to protect and manage the environment the Indonesian government is authorized
to oversee a wide range of activities scaled to area of jurisdiction. For example, the national
government is authorized to stipulate national environmental policies; create environmental
norms, standards, procedures, and criteria; implement planning policies; inventory national
natural resources and greenhouse gases; develop cooperation standards; foster and supervise the
implementation of regional regulations; develop environmental instruments; coordinate and help
settle inter-regional disputes; manage national environmental information; and provide education
and training opportunities (Article 63, IE). Similarly, provincial governments and
regental/municipal governments are assigned and authorized to stipulate policies, plans,
monitoring activities, and oversight at their respective levels (Article 63, IE).
The Minister of Environment and Forestry is tasked with implementing and coordinating
national environmental practices (Article 64, IE). For example, Environmental Protection and
Management Plans are to be created by the Minister, as well as governors and regents/mayors for
each ecoregion (who are designated by the Minister). These plans are then to be governed by
regulations corresponding to each national, provincial, and regental/municipal level. If personnel
in charge of businesses/activities requiring environmental permits are found to commit a serious
violation, the Minister may also supervise the compliance of the offender moving forward
(Article 73, IE).
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Environmental Impact Analyses (referred to as amdal documents) are studies on the
significant impacts business plans and activities may have on the environment and are appraised
by a commission established by the Minister, governors, or regents/mayors (depending on the
organizations scale) (Article 28, IE). This commission includes representatives from
environmental institutions, related technical institutions, experts in the fields related to the
potential business activities, environmental organizations, and the communities that may be
affected (Article 30, IE). The commission is to be assisted by a technical team of experts and a
secretariate stipulated by the Minister, governors, or regents/mayors. Businesses with potentially
significant environmental impacts also need to earn environmental permits, which are issued by
the Minister, governors, or regents/mayors. Figure 10 shows a diagram of the governance
components found in this policy and their interacting structure.

Figure 10. Indonesia Environmental Governance Structure
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Environmental Evaluation and Planning:
This policy calls for the utilization of a planning process that involves environmental
inventorying, stipulations of ecoregions, and the formulation of Environmental Protection and
Management Plans (RPPLHs) (Article 5, IE). Environmental inventorying involves obtaining
data and information about natural resources and their potential/availability, diversity, mode of
control, knowledge of management, potential damage, and potential for creating conflict (Article
6, IE). These findings may then be used in conjunction with information about an area’s
landscape, climate, flora and fauna, socio culture, economy, and community institutions to help
the Minister of Environment and Forestry designate the ecoregion for management (Article 7,
IE). Environmental Protection and Management Plans are then to be created for the national,
provincial, and regental/municipal levels (Article 9, IE). These plans are to include information
about the utilization and/or reservation of natural resources; control and monitoring of natural
resources; preservation and protection of environmental quality and function; and adaptation and
mitigation to climate change (Article 10, IE). The plans are also to serve as a basis for additional
medium- and long-term development plans (Article 10, IE).
Environmental quality standards are called to be created for water, wastewater, sea water,
ambient air, emissions, nuisance (ex. vibrations, noise), and other environmental components
that may be deemed important through developments of science and technology (Article 20, IE).
Additionally, environmental damages are to be measured based on criteria addressing both
ecosystem damage and damages from climate change (Article 21, IE). These damages include
impacts such as soil degradation from biomass production, coral reef damage, mangrove
damage, etc. (Article 21, IE).
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Control over environmental pollution and damage is to be designed to preserve
environmental functions. Control measures for preservation that are outlined in this document
involve prevention of damage, mitigation, and environmental restoration (Article 13, IE). The
preventative instruments mentioned in this document include the creation of environmental
quality standards, environmental damage criteria standards, requirement of licenses,
environment-based budgets, environmental risk analyses, environmental audits, etc. (Article 14,
IE).

Business and Licenses:
Businesses/organizations are required to have amdals if they are involved in activities
such as changing a landscape formation, exploiting natural resources, engaging in polluting
processes, introducing “plants, animals, or microorganisms”, producing or using biological or
non-biological substances, etc. (Article 23, IE). Amdal creators are required to have “certificates
of competence of amdal formulator” (Article 28, IE) showing they understand amdal formulation
methodology, are capable of evaluating impacts, and can formulate environmental management
and monitoring plans (Article 28, IE). These amdals are to describe the populations affected,
distribution size of impact, intensity and duration of impact, environmental components affected,
characteristics of impact, and whether impacts may revert or not (Article 22, IE). The document
is also stated to contain public recommendations and inputs for the business/activity plan, which
are to be garnered through transparent communication with affected communities, environmental
activists, and/or parties affected by all decisions in the amdal process (Article 26, IE). The
process through which this communication will take place is not specified within this document.
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Businesses or activities pursued by “economically weak groups” may be aided by the
government in creating the required amdals and funding the process (Article 32, IE). While the
criteria for the businesses and/or activities of these economically weak groups is to be regulated
by legislation (Article 32, IE), how these groups are to be determined is not specifically outlined
within this policy. Businesses that may still impact the environment, but do not meet the criteria
for needing amdals, must have Environmental Management and Monitoring Programs, which
involve managing and monitoring businesses and activities with less substantial impacts on the
environment (Article 34, IE). Other businesses that are not obliged to have Environmental
Management and Monitoring Programs, due to being small-scale and being unlikely to have
substantial environmental impacts, must still prepare a statement of readiness to manage and
monitor the environment they are working in (Article 35, IE).
Businesses that are required to have amdals or Environmental Management and
Monitoring Programs must also obtain environmental permits, which are issued based on
whether described activity plans can feasibly maintain environmental quality standards.
Environmental permit holders must also provide guarantee funds for the restoration of
environmental function in their area of activity, if needed, which are saved at state banks for the
activity’s duration (Article 55, IE). Every application and decision on environmental permits are
to be announced publicly via methods that are easily understandable to the public (Article 39,
IE), though the specific types of these methods are not specified within this document.
Environmental audits are to be encouraged with the goal of enhancing environmental
performance. These audits are required by the Minister of Environment and Forestry for
businesses or activities that are highly risky to the environment, and for personnel showing
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disobedience to legislation (Article 49, IE). Audits are executed by an environmental auditor
who is required to have a certificate of environmental auditor competence (Article 51, IE).

Requirements and Restrictions:
Environmental preservation goals focus on protecting and conserving natural resources
for “eternal utilization”, as well as conserving atmosphere function (Article 57, IE).
Conservation of atmosphere specifically involves mitigating and adapting to climate change,
protecting the ozone layer, and protecting against acid rain (Article 57, IE). To meet these goals,
everyone importing materials into the Republic of Indonesia is obliged to manage hazardous and
toxic waste materials directly or through a third party (Article 58 and 59, IE). The dumping of
waste and other materials into the environment is prohibited without a permit (Article 60, IE).
Additionally, no one is permitted to release genetically engineered products into the environment
that could interfere with environmental legislation or licenses (Article 69, IE).
Individuals or businesses/organizations engaging in activities that pollute and damage the
environment are required to mitigate this damage through a variety of means. For example, this
policy calls actors to provide warning and information about pollution or damage to potentially
impacted communities, isolate pollution and damage, and discontinue the source of pollution or
damage (Article 53, IE). Those polluting or damaging the environment are also obliged to restore
environmental functions in areas they have impacted. These functions are to be restored by
discontinuing the actions or stopping the source causing the pollution or damage, cleaning up
pollutants and remedying damages, and restoring and rehabilitating the site (Article 54, IE).
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Monitoring and Enforcement:
Environmental supervisors delegated by the Minister of Environment and Forestry,
governors, or regents/mayors are authorized to conduct monitoring activities, which may involve
collecting information, entering certain areas/businesses for inspection, assessing business
equipment and facilities, etc. (Article 74, IE). Environmental supervisors may coordinate with
civil servant investigators in order to complete their tasks (Article 74, IE).
If businesses/organizations are found to be violating their environmental permits, the
Minister, governors, or regents/mayors are to impose administrative sanctions. These measures
are to include a written warning, as well as the freezing or revocation of the organization’s
environmental permit if they do not agree to changing their actions (Article 76, IE). The changes
called upon these businesses may include suspending production activities, removing production
facilities, closing off waste or emission disposal structures, giving up goods or equipment in
violation, suspending all activities, etc. (Article 80, IE). Personnel in violation of their permits
that fail to comply satisfactorily with these changes will also be fined (Article 81, IE). They will
also be responsible for restoring the environment that they have damaged or provide for the
expenses of third-party restoration efforts (Article 82, IE).
Environmental disputes may be settled in or out of court, and settlements aim to achieve
agreement on compensations for damages, restoration of damages, and measures to prevent such
damage from recurring (Article 85, IE). Communities may establish “independent and impartial
institutes providing service for the settlement of environmental disputes” out of court, and the
creation of these institutes may be facilitated by central or regional governments (Article 86, IE).
Further provisions for these institutes are to be governed by additional regulation, though the
parameters of such are not outlined within this document.
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Individuals found to be intentionally or negligently engaging in activities that cause
damage to environmental quality standards are to be charged with a crime, and if guilty could be
faced with fines and imprisonment consequences (Article 97-99, IE). They may receive
additional charges if their actions endanger people or harm human health, or cause serious injury
or death (Article 98, IE). Other criminal offenses with potential imprisonment and fine
consequences include releasing genetically engineered products into the environment, producing
illegal wastes, dumping wastes without a permit, importing wastes, and running businesses and
activities without the appropriate amdals and permits (Article 101-111, IE).

Economic Measures:
This policy calls for the development plans for economic development, environmental
funding, and economic incentives and disincentives (Article 42, IE). Economic development
plans are to be created that consider ways to balance natural resources and the environment, how
to formulate gross domestic product covering the depreciation of natural resources and
environmental damage, mechanisms for environmental compensation and exchange between
regions, and the internalization of environmental costs (Article 43, IE). Environmental funding
measures aim to guarantee funds for environmental restoration, pollution and damage mitigation,
and conservation trust funds/aids (Article 43, IE). Governments at the national and regional level
are obliged to allocate adequate budgets to financing environmental protection and management
activities, environmentally-sound development programs, and environmental restoration (Article
45 and 45, IE). Regions showing good environmental protection and management performance
are also to be allocated special environmental budgets, which may serve as an incentive for
continued work toward contributing to larger environmental goals (Article 45, IE). Broader
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economic benefits mentioned in this policy include the procurement of environmentally sound
goods, services, financial institutions, and capital markets (Article 43, IE).

Information and Development:
Indonesia’s policy states that everyone is entitled to “environmental education,
information access, participation access and justice access in fulfilling the right to proper and
healthy environment” (Article 65, IE). In efforts to increase information access an environmental
information system is to be created by the government to help support the implementation and
development of environmental protection and management policies (Article 62, IE). This system
is meant to share information with communities about the environmental status of different areas,
maps of environmental vulnerability, etc. (Article 62, IE). Though noted as important, the
specific opportunities for environmental education and training are not outlined within this
document.
This document states that “communities shall have the equal and broad right and
opportunity to participate actively in environmental management” in order to promote awareness
of environmental protection and management issues, enhance independence, develop capabilities
of communities, develop emergency responses to social control, and develop and preserve local
culture and wisdom in conservation (Article 70, IE). This participation includes “social control”;
opportunities for sharing opinions, suggestions, and recommendations (for example, during
amdal and environmental assessment (KLHS) formations); and information access (Article 70,
IE). The participatory benefits and process of social control is not expanded upon within this
policy.
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Malaysian Environmental Policy:
The Malaysian Environmental Quality Act 127 was enacted in 1974 and last amended in
January of 2006. The Act relates to the “prevention, abatement, control of pollution and
enhancement of the environment” (pg. 7, ME). This Act was legislated by the constitutional
monarch (called the Yang di-Pertuan Agong), Seri Paduka Baginda, with advice and consent
from the Senate and House of Representatives (Dewan Negara and Dewan Rakyat respectively)
in Parliament. The Environmental Quality Act applies to the whole of Malaysia, with the
“environment” being composed of “the physical factors of the surrounding of the human beings
including land, water, atmosphere, climate, sound, odor, taste, the biological factors of animals
and plants and the social factor of aesthetics” (Part 1. 2., ME).

Authorities:
The Minister of Environment and Water is to appoint a Director General of
Environmental Quality who is tasked with administering this Act and its regulations and orders
under it (Part II. 3., ME). The Director is responsible for investigating the causes and extent of
pollution, publishing annual reports on the state of environmental quality in Malaysia,
coordinating waste discharge activities to prevent or control pollution, making environmental
policy and management recommendations to the Minister, controlling emission and pollution
license processes, investigating issues of regulation compliance, providing environmental
information and education to the public, maintaining liaison with State Authorities and other
countries, etc. (Part II. 3., ME). The Minister may also appoint Deputy Directors General of
Environmental Quality to assist with the administration of this Act, and these officers may
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exercise any of the same powers, duties and functions of the Director General unless excepted by
other regulations under the Act (Part II. 3., ME).
This Act calls also for the creation of an Environmental Quality Council composed of a
variety of members, including; a Chairman appointed by the Minister; Secretary Generals or
authorized representatives from the departments of International Trade and Industry, Domestic
Trade and Consumer Affairs, Agriculture and Agro-Based Industry, Human Resources,
Transport, and Health; industrial leaders (ex. petroleum, palm oil), University leaders,
environmental society leaders, and leaders from the states of Sabah and Sarawak (Part II. 4.,
ME). This Council is intended to advise the Minister on all matters requested and related to this
Act (Part II. 4., ME), and is called to meet once every four months as well as when convened by
the Chairman (Part II. 7., ME). Figure 11 is a diagram of the governance components mentioned
in this document and their relative structure.

Figure 11. Malaysia Environmental Governance Structure
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Environmental Evaluation and Planning:
The Minister of Environment and Water in consultation with the Environmental Quality
Council, may determine acceptable conditions for the “emission, discharge, or deposit of
environmentally hazardous substances, pollutants or wastes or the emission of noise” (Part IV.
21., ME). Additionally, they may also prescribe any substance as environmentally hazardous and
in need of being reduced, recycled, recovered, or regulated (Part IV. 30A., ME). In order to more
effectively protect the environment, the Minister also has the power to designate any segment of
the environment as an area in which the emission, discharge or deposit of these emissions and
wastes is to be prohibited or limited (Part IV. 21., ME).

Businesses and Licenses:
The Director General of Environmental Quality is the authority in charge of granting
license issues, renewals, and transfers (Part III. 10-11., ME). Licenses are required for businesses
or vehicles to move, place, or deposit waste products (Part III. 18., ME). All applications to
engage in work or alter a vehicle or building in a way that would impact waste and pollution
outputs are required to include plans and specifications on the proposed activities; details of the
trade, industry, or process proposed; descriptions of waste characteristics; etc. (Part IV. 20., ME).
Individuals intending to carry out any activities that may have significant environmental
impacts (wherein these activities are prescribed by the Minister) are required to obtain approval
and submit a report to the Director General assessing the impact such activity is likely to have on
the environment and proposed measures to prevent, reduce, or control adverse impacts (Part IV.
32A., ME).
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Requirements and Restrictions:
Under this Act, no person is allowed to emit or discharge any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or wastes into the atmosphere or Malaysian water (unless licensed) (Part IV. 21. and
27., ME). Additionally, this Act specifically states that no person may discharge any oil/oil
mixture into Malaysian waters in contravention with acceptable conditions specified by
authorities (Part IV. 27., ME). Individuals are also prohibited from transporting scheduled wastes
and sending or receiving these wastes in or out of Malaysia without prior approval from the
Director General (Part IVA. 34B., ME). In addition to material wastes, this Act also aims to limit
noise pollution, such that no person may emit or cause any noise that has a volume, intensity, or
quality that surpasses the prescribed limit (Part IV. 23., ME).
The Minister of Environment and Water, in consultation with the Council, may decide to
prohibit the use of any materials for any process, trade or industry, or prohibit the use of any
equipment or industrial plants (Part IV. 30., ME). They may also require owners or occupiers of
vehicles or premises to install and operate any waste control equipment; repair, alter, or replace
any equipment; alter infrastructure; study, measure, and analyze any waste or pollutant
emissions; maintain a monitoring program; or adopt any measures to reduce, mitigate, remove,
or eliminate pollution (Part IV. 31., ME). The Director General may require owners or occupiers
of any vehicle or premises to carry out an environmental audit and submit a report on their
company’s risks to the environment and compliance with regulatory requirements (Part IV. 33A.,
ME). Ultimately, the Minister has the power to prohibit the owner or occupier or any industrial
plant or process from continuing operation/activity absolutely or conditionally if these activities
are deemed to have unacceptable environmental impacts (Part IV. 31A., ME).
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Monitoring and Enforcement:
The Director General and other authorized officers are allowed to stop, board, and search
any vehicle or premise without a warrant if they have reason to believe a violation of this Act has
been committed (Part VI. 38., ME). They may also require owners or occupiers to provide any
information about their processes, raw materials, environmentally hazardous substances, control
equipment, environmental risks, etc. through writing (Part VI. 37., ME). Witnesses may be
examined, and vehicles, equipment, and other materials may be inspected, seized, or detained as
evidence for legal prosecution procedures (Part VI. 38., ME).
Offences under this Act are under the jurisdiction of a Sessions Court in Peninsular
Malaysia, or a Court of a Magistrate of the First Class in the states of Sabah and Sarawak (Part
VI. 46, ME). Violations of rules and regulations may result in penalties which may be
compounded (Part VI. 45., ME). If an offence against this Act or its regulations are made by an
agent or a company, or the company itself, a society, or other body of persons, the organization’s
director, manager, or equivalent leader is to also be deemed guilty of the offence unless they can
approve the crime was committed without their consent or involvement (Part VI. 43., ME).

Economic Measures:
This Act calls for the establishment of an Environmental Fund which is to consist of
money from the government, donations, taxes or levies on waste generation, and required
contributions from industry participants (Part VA. 36B., ME). This Fund is to be managed by the
Environmental Fund Committee (Part VA. 36C., ME) and is intended to help support activities
such as pollution assessment and prevention research; waste mitigation, recovery, and cleaning
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processes; programs on preventing or combatting the discharge or oil, hazardous substances and
oil; and encouraging conservation measures against environmental damage (Part VA. 36E., ME).

Information and Development:
This document argues for the promotion and coordination of research surrounding
pollution and its prevention in order to develop better criteria for the protection and enhancement
of the environment (Part II. 3., ME). Additionally, the Environmental Fund is meant to aid in
supporting environmental research efforts (Part VA. 36E., ME) and some waste generations may
be permitted specifically for research purposes (Part IV 34., ME). However, the Act does not
outline additional details about the research practices and processes to be conducted.

Philippine Environmental Policies:
Presidential Decree No. 1121 (PE1) provided for the creation of a National
Environmental Protection Council, which engages in work including the formulation of policies
and guidelines for environmental quality standards and impact assessments; undertaking
comprehensive research programs; monitoring development projects for alignment with
environmental protection priorities; conducting public hearings or conferences on issues of
environmental significance, leading educational and training programs; and preparing annual
environmental status reports (Section 3, PE1). This Decree was created in response to growing
awareness of “the continuing deterioration of the Philippine environment caused by rapid
urbanization, industrial growth, population expansion, natural resources extractions, the use of
modern technology and other socio-economic factors” (PE1). This document emphasizes the
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importance of better managing the environment for human health and safety and the stability of
natural ecosystems (PE1).
Additionally, the Philippine Environmental Code was enacted on June 6, 1977, through
Presidential Decree No. 1152 (PE2) by President Ferdinand E. Marcos. This Decree aims to
complement the Council created under Presidential Decree No. 1121 by promoting a
comprehensive program of environmental protection and management that is founded on specific
policies and quality standards (PE2). This policy states that it aims to outline the management of
pollution and waste in order to maintain air and water standards that protect public health and
also prevent “to the greatest extent practicable, the injury and/or damage to plant and animal life
and property and promote the social and economic development of the country” (Section 2,
PE2). Government agencies operating under other laws to exercise environmental management
practices are to continue to function within their respective jurisdictions, though the National
Environmental Protection Council may inquire into any of these agencies’ actions or issues of
environmental significant (Section 60, PE2).
Lastly, the Ecological Solid Waste Management Act of 2000 (Republic Act 9003) was
created January 26, 2001. This Act was enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in
Congress, and it aims to protect public health and the environment, maximize resource use while
encouraging conservation and recovery, promote research and development programs, encourage
cooperative efforts between governance scales, and institutionalize public participation in waste
management programs (Section 2, PE3).
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Authorities:
Republic Act 9003 (PE3) aims to retain primary responsibilities and enforcement tasks
for waste management with local government units, while establishing more cooperative efforts
among these units, the national government, non-government organizations, and the private
sector (PE3).
At the national scale, the National Environmental Protection Council is under the
supervision and control of the President (Section 1, PE1) and composed of the Secretary of
Natural Resources, the Presidential Assistant for Development, as well as Secretaries and
Chairmen governing departments such as Local Governments and Community Development;
Industry; National Defense; Public Works, Transportation and Communication; Energy
Development; Pollution Control; National Science Development; Human Settlements; the Board
of Environmental Center, etc. (Section 2, PE1). The Council is to also be assisted by additional
technical and legal staff (Section 4, PE1).
The National Pollution Control Commission is called to coordinate with government
agencies to enforce ambient air quality emissions and noise standards (Section 8, PE2).
Additionally, the National Solid Waste Management Commission is called to be created to help
prepare a national solid waste management framework, approve local waste management plans,
monitor and assist local plan implementation, manage a Solid Waste Management Fund,
formulate education and information campaigns, develop alternative livelihood programs for
people that may be affected by the creation of waste management facilities/technologies, and
maintain and update a list of non-environmentally acceptable materials that fall under this Act
(Section 5, PE3). This Commission includes fourteen government sector members from divisions
like the Departments for Environment and Natural Resources, Interior and Local Government,
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Science and Technology, Health, Trade and Industry, Agriculture, and three members from the
private sector, such as representatives from nongovernment organizations, the recycling industry,
and the manufacturing industry (Section 4, PE3). Additionally, a Joint Congressional Oversight
Committee is to oversee this Commission’s functions and the implementation of the Act (Section
60, PE3). Figure 12 shows a diagram of the main governance components mentioned within
these policies and their relative structure.

Figure 12. Philippines Environmental Governance Structure

Environmental Evaluation and Planning:
The Philippine Environmental Code calls for both air and water quality standards to be
established that will protect “public health, safety and general welfare” (Section 2, PE2). These
standards are to be created with the consideration for local atmospheric conditions, location and
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land use, and available technology (Section 3, PE2). Related standards involve pollution
standards for activities such as emissions and anthropogenic noise pollution from sources such as
the community and mechanical equipment (Section 8-11., PE2).
The National Pollution Control Commission is tasked with classifying Philippine waters
according to their best usage through considering their existing water quality, dimensions and
characteristics, and the most beneficial use relative to the types of users/communities they border
(residential, agricultural, commercial, recreational, etc.) (Section 15, PE2). If water quality has
been degraded to a point that damages its best usage, government agencies are to take measures
to upgrade such to meet prescribed standards (Section 17, SE2).
Republic Act 9003 states that set targets and guidelines for avoiding and reducing waste
are to be completed via minimization efforts such as composting, recycling, reusing, etc., prior to
being collected, treated, and disposed of in environmentally sound ways (PE3). The production,
use, and distribution of hazardous/toxic substances and waste are to be regulated by “appropriate
government agencies pursuant to their respective charters and enabling legislation” (Section 19,
PE2). Provincial and City/Municipal Waste Management Boards are to be created in every
province and city/municipality (Section 11 and 12, PE3). These Boards are intended to work
together to prepare, submit, and implement a plan for safe waste management within their
jurisdictions (Section 11 and 12, PE3). The supervising National Solid Waste Management
Commission is called to report to Congress annually on their progress and recommendations for
future legislative action (Section, 64, PE3).
Additionally, the Philippine Environmental Code aims to promote the development of
energy programs that utilize more sustainable sources such as solar, wind, and tidal energy
(Section 36, PE2). Measures for this promotion include setting up sustainable energy pilot plants,
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training energy development technical personnel, and conducting research on energy and
technology development (Section 37, PE2). These developments are to follow regulations and
international standards of safety in order prevent or mitigate the adverse effects of energy
development on the environment and surrounding communities (Section 38, PE2). Standards of
safety are not specified within the document but apply particularly to power plants involving
nuclear or geothermal energy sources (Section 38, PE2).

Businesses and Licenses:
The National Pollution Control Commission is in charge of licensing and permitting air
pollution control facilities (Section 8, PE2). Additionally, the Solid Waste Management
Commission is in charge of developing and prescribing procedures for the issuance of
appropriate permits and clearances (Section 5, PE3). However, other than permits for the
development of solid waste management facilities, (which require an Environment Compliance
Certificate), the exact range of permits and processes to achieve such are not outlined in these
policies.

Requirements and Restrictions:
The Ecological Solid Waste Management Act describes a variety of prohibited acts,
including the littering or dumbing of wastes in public places, burying materials in flood prone
areas, and transport and dumping of bulk wastes (domestic, industrial, commercial and
institutional) to areas other than approved centers or facilities (Section 48, PE3). Under the
Environmental Code, the dumping of wastes into the sea and any body of water (including
142

shorelines and riverbanks) is also prohibited unless in a case of immediate danger to life and
property (Section 49 and 51, PE2). Polluters are required to contain, remove, and clean-up
pollution incidents at their own expense, or to cover expenses if these processes are completed
by government agencies (Section 20, PE2).
Additionally, waste management programs are to be required in all provinces, cities, and
municipalities, with the Department of Local Government and Community Development
designing guidelines for the programs’ establishment and implementation (Section 43, PE2).

Monitoring and Enforcement:
The National Pollution Control Commission is called to establish an air quality
monitoring network through coordination with appropriate government agencies (Section 12,
PE2). Additionally, a water quality surveillance and monitoring network that involves the
development of sampling stations and schedules to the greatest extent practicable is to be created
(Section 21, PE2). Both of these networks are called share monitoring results with the National
Environmental Protection Council. However, the specific details of how to develop are not
provided within the document.
Individuals that are found and convicted through the courts of violating waste
management restrictions and protocols may be subject to consequences such as fines, community
service, and/or imprisonment (Section 49, PE3). If local government officials fail to comply with
or enforce regulations, they may also be charged with a crime (Section 50m PE3).
Additionally, any citizen may file a civil, criminal, or administrative action in the proper
courts against; any person who violates this Act; the Department or other agencies that create
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rules or regulations contradiction this Act; and any public officer that willfully or grossly
neglects engaging with their responsibilities under this Act (Section 52, PE3). If the citizen
prevails in their case, they are to be awarded reasonable attorney’s fees, moral damages, and
appropriate litigation costs in return (Section 52, PE3).

Economic Measures:
Financial assistance and grants for the study, design, and construction of environmental
protection facilities may be granted by the National Environmental Protection Council in order to
improve management capabilities of small and medium scale industries (Section 57, PE2).
Additionally, incentives to install and utilize pollution control facilities may include exemptions
(up to 50%) on tariff duties and taxes for pollution control equipment; tax credits equivalent to
50% of the value of tax and tariff duties that would have been paid on the pollution control
equipment; and tax deductions equivalent to 50% of the expenses of research projects undertaken
by a person or firm, when such are found to have proven pollution control benefits (Section 56,
PE2).
A Solid Waste Management Fund is to be created and sourced via government
appropriations, Act fines and penalties, permit and license proceeds, endowments, grants, and
contributions from both domestic and foreign sources (Section 46, PE3). The Fund seeks to
support research programs; awards and incentives; capacity building; information and education
activities; communication improvements; and the development of products, facilities,
technologies, and processes to enhance solid waste management (Section 46, PE3). Some fiscal
incentives include financial assistance programs to those engaged in waste management, tax and
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duty exemptions on imported equipment used for managing wastes, and grants to local governing
units to develop technical capacities for waste management (Section 45, PE3).

Information and Development:
Republic Act 9003 (PE3) mentions the importance of utilizing research and development
programs to improve waste management and resource conservation techniques (Section 2, PE3).
Additionally, research on environmental management is to be promoted by the National
Environmental Protection Council, with priority areas to be determined periodically (Section 54,
PE2). The Council is to stay informed about current environmental developments by obtaining
information and literature from foreign sources via the Department of Foreign Affairs,
government agencies and other entities (Section 55, PE2). The Act calls for wide dissemination
of information as possible (Section 55, PE2).
The Department of Education and Culture is called to integrate environmental education
subjects in its school curricula at all levels and conduct community education that emphasizes
human-nature relations, waste management, and environmental sanitation practices in order to
promote environmental awareness and action among the general public (Section 53, PE2 and
Section 2, PE3). Public information activities to increase awareness and encourage involvement
are also to be implemented through The National Environmental Protection Council and other
agencies (Section 53, PE2). Additionally, a National Ecology Center is to be created under the
National Solid Waste Management Commission, in order to provide consult, information,
training, and network services for waste management efforts (Section 7, PE3).
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Summary
Each of these countries had a major environmental policy that was created in part by the
House of Representatives. Indonesia’s environmental policy was crafted by the House of
Representatives and the President; Malaysia’s had input from the monarch/king, the House of
Representatives and the Senate; and the Philippines’ Ecological Solid Waste Management Act
was created by the House of Representatives and the Senate. Additionally, two decrees from the
Philippines were analyzed that were created by the President alone. All of these policies focused
on maintaining environmental health for their respective countries. However, both Indonesia and
the Philippines also emphasized the importance of sustainable development and recognizing the
need to respond to climate change threats in particular. These two countries also called for
governance and management that promotes participation and good governance practices.
Indonesia also called specifically for principles of harmony and equilibrium, benefit, justice,
local wisdom, and regional autonomy. In contrast, the Philippines emphasized specifically their
policy’s goals of protecting public health.
In order to better assess and plan for environmental management, all three countries
discussed creating environmental quality standards for characteristics like air and water quality
and regulations to protect against environmental hazards. The Philippines calls for the creation of
air quality and water quality monitoring networks to help assess how ell quality standards are
being met. Indonesia and the Philippines also discussed the importance of classifying ecosystems
(including seascapes) in order to create more specific management programs over appropriate
areas. The Philippines’ document specifically calls for the creation of waste management boards
at various levels to aid in management planning and facilitation. The Philippines also has a
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policy that emphasizes the creation of sustainable energy plans and development for the benefit
of the environment.
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines have similar frameworks for restrictions
involving waste/pollution management, and waste/pollution disposal. Indonesia and Malaysia
also have restrictions surrounding waste/pollution transportation without appropriate permits;
Indonesia and the Philippines both discus regulations for clean-up requirements placed on
polluters; and Malaysia and the Philippines note noise pollution concerns specifically. Lastly,
Indonesia’s policy uniquely restricts against releasing genetically engineered products into the
environment.
All three countries have investigative procedures and court systems in order to enforce
regulations for individuals and companies that have violated these environmental policies. Both
Indonesia and Malaysia note specific plans to monitor businesses and activities for policy
violations. Consequences for violating these policies are similar in each country, involving
potential fines and imprisonment for most offenses. Some violations in the Philippines may also
involve community service requirements as a repercussion. In the Philippines any citizen has a
right to pursue civil, criminal, or administrative actions against other people or organizations
they believe to be violating the Ecological Solid Waste Management Act. Some offenses may be
sorted out of court in Indonesia, and community settlement institutes may be created to help
facilitate these processes.
Participation opportunities from the general public are not specified in Malaysia’s
environmental policy document, which may hinder efficacy. In Indonesia, citizens are called to
be involved in public discussions on management plans, and to be consulted when environmental
assessment documents are being drafted for businesses/activities that may impact the
147

environment. Individuals also have the right to file class actions against other people and
organizations that may be violating the Act. In the Philippines, the general public is to be invited
to public hearings about environmental management plans and are called to participate in
ecological waste management program opportunities.
Policies for all three countries discuss economic funding measures to help promote more
sustainable environmental protection and management. Environmental Funds have been created
for each country to support environmental management efforts. In Indonesia and Malaysia these
funds, be used to aid waste/pollution mitigation and environmental restoration efforts.
Indonesia’s policy also discusses creating environmental budges and economic development
plans that recognize the needs of the environment. Research funding is especially promoted for
Malaysia and the Philippines. Additionally, policies in the Philippines provide for tax, tariff, and
duty benefits that may promote more sustainable business practices and the development of
effective environmental protection and waste management facilities.
The Philippines has policies that particularly promote environmental education
requirements and opportunities. This country also emphasizes staying informed on foreign
environmental developments and how such could impact efforts domestically. Malaysia
emphasizes improving research and information collection coordination throughout the country
and environmental management practices. Lastly, Indonesia’s policy supports the creation of an
Environmental Information System to share environmental information with the public and calls
for transparency and public announcements about things such as environmental permit statuses
for all applicants.
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Table 14. Summary Comparison of Environmental Policies Elements
Creator(s)

Founding
Principles

Authorities

Environmental
Planning

Business and
Licenses

Regulations
and
Restrictions

Indonesia

House of
Representatives;
President

Environmental
Health,
Sustainable
Development;
Response to
Climate Change
Threats;
Participation;
Good
Governance;
Harmony and
Equilibrium;
Benefit; Justice;
Local Wisdom;
Regional
Autonomy

Minister;
Provincial
Governments;
Regental and
Municipal
Governments;
Commission

Environmental
Quality
Standards;
Environmental
Hazard
Regulations;
Ecosystem
Classification;
Environmental
Damage Criteria;
Environmental
Inventorying

Business and
Activity Waste
Management
Plans and
Assessments
(Amdals; UKLUPLS); Waste
Dumping
Permits; Waste
Transportation
Permits;
Environmental
Permits;
Environmental
Audits

Waste and
Pollution
Disposal; Waste
and Pollution
Management
(Transportation,
Clean-Up
Requirements);
Release of
Genetically
Engineered
Products
Regulations

Malaysia

House of
Representatives;
Senate; Monarch

Environmental
Health

Minister; Director
General of
Environmental
Quality; Deputy
Directors
General of
Environmental
Quality;
Environmental
Quality Council;
State Authorities

Environmental
Quality
Standards;
Environmental
Hazard
Regulations

Business and
Activity Waste
Management
Plans and
Assessments;
Waste Dumping
Permits; Waste
Transportation
Permits

Waste and
Pollution
Disposal; Waste
and Pollution
Management
(Transportation);
Noise Pollution

Philippines

House of
Representatives
(PE3); Senate
(PE3); President
(PE1 and PE2)

Environmental
Health;
Sustainable
Development;
Response to
Climate Change
Threats;
Participation;
Public Health;
Good
Governance

National
Environmental
Protection
Council; National
Pollution Control
Commission;
National Solid
Waste
Management
Commission;
Joint
Congressional
Oversight
Committee;
Local
Government
Units

Environmental
Quality
Standards;
Environmental
Hazard
Regulations;
Ecosystem
Classification;
Waste
Management
Boards;
Sustainable
Energy Plans

Waste Dumping
Permits;
Environmental
Compliance
Certificate
(Waste
Management
Facilities); Air
Pollution
Facilities Permits

Waste and
Pollution
Disposal; Waste
and Pollution
Management
(Clean-Up
Requirements,
Waste
Management
Programs);
Noise Pollution
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Monitoring

Enforcement

Repercussions
for Violations

Participation

Funding and
Economic
Measures

Information

Indonesia

Monitoring
Businesses and
Activities for
Policy Violations

Use of Courts;
Community
Settlement
Institutes

Fines;
Imprisonment

Public Feedback
(Recommendatio
ns and
Objections to
Plans); Amdal
Commission
Participation;
Rights to File
Class Action

Environmental
Funding
(Mitigation and
Restoration);
Conservation
Trust
Funds/Aids;
Economic
Development
Plans;
Environmental
Budgets

Environmental
Information
System; Permit
Status
Announcements

Malaysia

Monitoring
Businesses and
Activities for
Policy Violations

Use of Courts
(Malaysian
Courts- Sessions
Court and Court
of a Magistrate of
the First Class)

Fine;
Imprisonment; If
an Individual
Commits a
Violation the
Boat Master and
Owner Are Also
Guilty; If a
Corporation
Commits a
Violation the
Director and
Business
Managers Are
Also Guilty

Not Specifically
Mentioned

Environmental
Funding
(Mitigation,
Restoration,
Pollution
Assessment and
Research)

Research
Coordination

Philippines

Water Quality
Surveillance and
Monitoring
Network; Air
Quality
Monitoring
Network

Use of Courts;
Rights to Civil,
Criminal, or
Administrative
Actions

Fines;
Imprisonment;
Community
Service

Public Feedback
(Hearings);
Participation in
Ecological Waste
Management
Programs

Environmental
Funding
(Financial
Assistance and
Grants for
Environmental
Protection
Facilities); Solid
Waste
Management
Fund; Tax/Tariff
Benefits for
Pollution Control
Facilities

Foreign
Environmental
Development
Information;
Public
Information
Activities;
Environmental
Education
Requirements
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Policy Analysis Discussion
The loss of natural habitats and biodiversity around the world have prompted initiatives
that seek to increase international coordination of national conservation policies and actions
(Bakhitiari et al., 2018). This research aims to better understand the potential barriers and
windows of opportunity that consistent or inconsistent policies may create for transboundary
marine governance, management, and conservation. The subsequent sections discuss key themes
that emerged from a policy analysis exploring the similarities and differences between Indonesia,
Malaysia, and Philippines’ foundational legislation governing fisheries, coastal zones and
protected areas, and the environment. These analyses focused on the policies’ described
authorities, founding principles, restrictions, enforcement, and participation opportunities, among
other themes. The research findings reveal potential areas for improved consistency and
particular consideration when trying to increase policy coordination in the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape and more broadly.

Fisheries Policies: Balancing Commercial Restrictions and Local Support
Fisheries policies across Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines all emphasized
conservation and sustainable development goals. However, considering the different capacities
between large commercial fishers and local users, and how each have different levels of
resilience to change, it can be important to design policies that equitably distribute the costs and
benefits of fisheries governance and management. These values are promoted in some of the
analyzed policies. For example, Indonesia particularly noted the importance of justice,
partnership, and openness in fisheries governance and management approaches, while the
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Philippines’ discussed values regarding protecting fisherfolk rights and more exclusive citizen
resource use.
These values may have been explicitly discussed in Indonesia and the Philippines’
documents more than in Malaysia’s due to the latter often taking a more top-down approach to
governance, which can often prioritize environmental regulation goals over social needs at the
local level (Wolmer, 2003). Moreover, differences in the types of principles emphasized
highlight how Indonesian and the Philippine policies were created as more value-based policies,
whereas Malaysia favored more evidence-based policies. Evidence-based policies are based on
the idea that policies should be based on and informed by rigorously established “objective”
evidence. These policies tend to focus on quantifiable goals that aim to address issues such as
resource use through “optimizing” management processes (Saltelli & Giampietro, 2017).
Evidence-based policies can be limiting, as they often involve a simplified framing of a complex
issue. In contrast, value-based policies are rooted in more qualitative goals, which may be able to
consider more diverse aspects of issues as well as multiple relevant worldviews from various
stakeholders (Saltelli & Giampietro, 2017). To create effective policies and prioritize strategies
effectively, policies should consider and balance both value-based and evidence-based goals.
It is important to protect the livelihoods of local and often marginalized individuals as
they are often more susceptible to change than larger commercial and foreign fishing companies.
Local communities in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape are often poor and rely on fishing and
resource extraction to survive (Huffard et al., 2012). In contrast, large scale commercial fishers
often have a greater focus on maximizing profit and may have less incentive to value the
sustainable use of an area, since they can more easily move on to another one when stock is
depleted. The scale of impact, costs, and benefits between these users is not wholly comparable.
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Thus, it may not be appropriate for fisheries policies to place all of the same restrictions on
different users.
These varying needs are addressed through the different restrictions between local
resource users and larger commercial users that can be found in some of this study’s analyzed
policies. Most notably, fishing regulations in Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines primarily
provide exclusive fishing rights to citizens, while non-citizens must apply for various fishing
licenses and are often held under stricter regulation parameters. Considering marine spatial
planning when creating regulations can also be helpful to solving some multiple-use issues; and
this process requires identifying and mapping all existing users, regulations, and conflicts
(Prestrelo & Viana, 2016). Marine spatial planning can help reveal where there is overlap
between areas that have historically or presently been used for fishing by certain groups, and
areas subject to or with proposed fisheries regulations (Prestrelo & Viana, 2016). In the
Philippines, these approaches could be important when the government grants fisherfolk
organizations and cooperatives the use of certain fishery areas for capture, mariculture, or fish
farming, and some small or medium commercial vessels are authorized to fish within a portion of
municipal waters.
Additionally, some of the analyzed fisheries policies outline specific ways to provide
more support to local fisherfolk that may be significantly impacted by regulations. For example,
local users may be protected through the creation of fish cooperatives, which were addressed and
advocated for in both Indonesian and Philippine policies. The existence of access rights is a
precondition for the collaborative management of fisheries by cooperatives (Wielgus et al.,
2014). If implemented effectively, fisheries cooperatives can offer substantial benefits to
fisheries management. For example, allowing the collaborative management of resources and
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devolving fishing benefits to the communities that are the most dependent on fisheries for their
survival can create incentives for better resource stewardship (Wielgus et al., 2014). Similarly,
the Philippines’ fisheries policy provided for the creation of Fisheries and Aquatic Resource
Management Councils which allow for consultation opportunities with local stakeholders. More
generally, participatory processes that involve local stakeholders are imperative to fostering more
collaborative management and meeting both the social and ecological needs of an area, as these
facets are inextricably linked (Jacobson & Robertson, 2012).
Each country in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape also aims to provide opportunities that
support communities and aid in fisheries development with their policies. For example, in
Indonesia the government is called to implement educational programs and trainings that can
increase fisher knowledge and skills; in Malaysia the government is to offer trainings around
inland fisheries opportunities; and in the Philippines the government is to provide training related
to capacity building and skill building for things such as technology transfer. In addition to
teaching stakeholders more adaptable fishing skills, which may build their resilience to changing
regulations, providing trainings like these may help forge a common understanding of fisheries
goals and sustainability, and promote the benefits of a participatory approach to governance and
management (Okes et al., 2012). Economic incentives outlined in fisheries policies may help
local users in Indonesia and the Philippines as well. In Indonesia, the government is called to
provide loans with lower interest rates to small fishers and breeders; and in the Philippines,
citizens and some commercial operators have access to more long-term loans, marketing
assistance, and financial credit/guarantee funds, especially if they shift practices to engage in
more sustainable actions, such as fishing farther out in the country’s exclusive economic zone.
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These variations in regulations between resource users that have different vulnerabilities
to fisheries restrictions serve to try to balance the costs and benefits of more sustainable practices
more equitably. When translating these considerations to transboundary management and
conservation, it will continue to be important to consider how policies affect different
demographics, and what the most equitable distribution of impacts is in order to balance
environmental protection, preservation of livelihoods, and social justice.

Opportunities for Diverse Stakeholder Participation in Protected Area Development
Inconsistent mandates from leading agencies in each country and varying legal
frameworks can make transboundary governance challenging (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
Within Indonesia, Malaysia, and Philippines, protected area policies particularly differ in who
has the authority to designated protected areas, parks, and reserves, and the processes involved in
gazetting them. These differences appear to provide for different levels of stakeholder
participation at different scales, particularly within Malaysia. It is important to frequently involve
communities at local scales in these processes in order to foster a sense of ownership over
conservation initiatives within the managed areas (Vasilijević et al., 2015). Moreover, policies
that do not allow for this involvement may result in inequitable conservation practices (Martin et
al., 2016), and can foster resentment and distrust between local communities and governing
officials (Gaymer et al., 2014).
Within Indonesia, there are three institutions responsible for MPAs: (1) the Ministry of
Environment and Forestry (MEF); (2) the Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (MMAF) and
(3) regional governments at the provincial and district/city levels (Dirhamsyah, 2016).
Indonesian protected areas are largely administered at the national level and managed at a
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regional/district level (Dirhamsyah, 2016), which may foster more inter-scalar collaboration and
a greater distribution of power. In 2004, the Regional Government Act No. 32 allowed district
and provincial governments to declare and administer MPAs; however, this act was replaced in
2014 by Regional Government Act No. 23, which once again restricted rights to establish MPAs
to the central government (Dirhamsyah, 2016). This loss of power may have created tensions
between provincial and central governments and eliminated one of the benefits of locally
designed MPAs, which may be better informed on what areas to prioritize.
Indonesia’s MPA policy also discussed that local governments and industries are in
charge of proposals for and the formulation of a variety of management and action plans. MPA
effectiveness is significantly impacted by a manager’s ability to recognize necessary governance,
management, and local development inputs (Bennett & Dearden, 2014), and developing
governance and management at local levels may be beneficial to promoting these values and
assessments. For example, outlined within Indonesia’s protected areas policy, the local
government is called to involve the public in planning processes and attempt to address both
local and central government needs. Indonesia’s Act also urged for public participation in the
management of nature conservation areas, but the specific ways for this to be implemented were
not well outlined. Potential participation of diverse stakeholders can be found in the described
creation of a Marine Partnership forum which is designed to involve cooperation between
stakeholders a variety of industries and scales. This forum seeks to promote activities related to
assistance/extension, education and training, applied research, and policy recommendations.
In the Philippines, MPAs are established at the national level by the National Integrated
Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act, or at the local level by municipal government planning
and ordinances (Post, 2016; White et al., 2014). Overall, as outlined in the Philippines protected
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area policy, the management of NIPAS falls under the DENR. However, local government units
in the Philippines are the most active jurisdiction in charge of MPA establishment and
management, though they often gain the assistance of DA-BFAR (White et al., 2006).
Additionally, provincial governments help sustain MPAs by aiding municipalities with technical
assistance, training, policy guidance, and funding (Post, 2016).
According to Philippine protected area policy, protected area management boards are to
be created for each established protected area, and these are to include diverse stakeholders from
regional officials, municipal governments, NGOs, tribal communities, etc. These management
boards make decisions about budgets, planning, and administration through a majority vote,
which, if truly representative of the affected community, provide a significant opportunity for
collaborative management. Additionally, the DENR is responsible for conducting hearings near
areas that may be affected by proposed policy actions. Prior to these hearings DENR officials
must invite all relevant representatives to submit their views, and they must consider these
recommendations moving forward, providing “sufficient explanation” for recommendations that
are contrary to general public sentiments.
In contrast, policymaking in Malaysia is primarily a centralized and top-down process
(Dunning, 2018). At the national level, marine areas in Malaysia are managed by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Agro-based Industry’s Department of Fisheries, and by the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Environment’s Department of Marine Park Malaysia (International Coral Reef
Initiative, 2019). MPAs in the state of Sabah are managed by Sabah Parks as well as the Sabah
Wildlife Department (International Coral Reef Initiative, 2019). Notably, as outlined within
Malaysia’s MPA policy, parks and nature reserves in the country are declared by the
constitutional monarch alone, who has the power to acquire land lawfully occupied by any
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person for public purpose when it is considered “expedient”. While District Officers can inquire
into objections and calls for rights or privileges, it appears that ultimately the monarch has the
right accept or reject these wholly or in part. This centralization of power may be more likely to
result in conflicts with local stakeholder, particularly due to the lack of regulated checks and
balances on a single monarch authority. For example, in comparison to Indonesia and the
Philippines, when land in a local authority is declared to be a Park or Nature Reserve, it is no
longer to be considered part of the local authority area. This is likely to foster tensions, as often
local users may be notified of changes without substantial opportunities or sufficient power to
contest such.
Ultimately the differences in protected area creation, governance, and management
between these three countries largely reflect contrasting governance structures. These differences
are likely to impact how receptive stakeholders are to changes that result from protected area
development and may make TBMPA development more complicated due to inconsistencies in
scalar approaches across each country’s boundaries. It is important to promote participatory
processes for all relevant stakeholders affected by the creation and management of marine
protected areas (as well as fisheries and environmental quality policy regulations).

Need for Consistent Environmental Quality Standards
Environmental quality indicators and limitations are important to standardize across a
region, particularly in marine environments where the environment is intricately interconnected.
Environmental standardization considers the maximal allowable load to an ecosystem, which is
the effect to an area that causes fluctuations from the normal state but does not exceed natural
variability or negatively affect living organisms and deteriorate the environment (Risnik et al.,
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2013). Creating more consistent environmental quality standards across countries in a region
may facilitate greater cooperation that allows for shared expectations and a more economic ways
to control for things such as the emission of pollutants (Shi et al., 2016).
Under the Convention of the Law of the Sea (1994) participating states (including
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines), are bound in an agreement to prevent and control
marine pollution (United Nations, 2018). Aligning with this agreement, analyzed national level
policies in Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines all call for the development of national water
quality standards, among other environmental standards, mostly with the purpose of protecting
the environment and public health. However, these environmental quality policies generally
provided vague protocols for determining and updating quality measures and standards, and it is
unclear how these standards are coordinated between the countries, if at all. In the past it was
found that formal environmental quality governance and management in these countries have
been hindered in practice by a lack of clear and legally binding regulations, limited institutional
capacity, a lack or equipment and personnel, and inadequate information about things like
emissions (DeVantier et al., 2004).
Across the environmental policies for these three countries; environmental quality
standards in Indonesia’s policy were to be created for water, wastewater, sea water, ambient air,
emissions, nuisances, and potentially other environmental components that would be deemed
important through research; Malaysian standards were to be created specifically for emissions,
pollution, waste, and noise, and; standards in the Philippines’ environmental policy were to
particularly address issues of pollution and waste that may impact air and water standards. Thus,
the key areas for greater consistency between these policies appear to lie in broader water and air
quality standards within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape. This may lead to a greater allowance for
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variations and flexibilities in the measures of more specific wastes and pollutants, as each could
contributes very different proportional impacts to an ecosystem while resulting in a similar
overall water and air quality. Thus, some nuances may be lost in only comparing national water
and air quality measures or trying to address these all in the same way.
In Indonesia, government powers and responsibilities regarding environmental
governance and management are largely scaled to different areas of jurisdiction, though the
national government oversees the creation of national environmental policies, norms, standards,
procedures, and criteria. In contrast, provincial and municipal governments are authorized to
stipulate policies, plans, monitoring activities, and oversight. In Malaysia, acceptable conditions
for environmental waste and pollution are decided by the Minister of Environment and Water. In
contrast, environmental standards in the Philippines are to be created at a lower level that
considers more local conditions, location and land use, and available technology. These
differences in approaches may impact how applicable standards are to local users and how
adaptable they are to an area.
Greater communication surrounding these standards may contribute to more joint
management and threat mitigation that effects environment management (McCallum, 2015). It
may also be important for international environmental quality assessments to balance
standardizing environmental quality goals and impacts, while considering how more distinct
forms of waste or pollution may differ by area (for example, near industrial zones) and may thus
need to be assessed to varying degrees.
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CHAPTER V: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS
Transboundary Conservation and Management
Perceived Benefits
Many of the interviewees agreed that transboundary coordination and collaboration
between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines would be beneficial to marine conservation in
Sulu-Sulawesi. A commonly shared reason supporting a transboundary approach to conservation
is that issues affecting the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape are not confined to international boundaries.
Interviewee 9 commented, “There’s no borders when you talk about conservation. It’s not right,
putting borders… The marine ecosystem is continuous. Especially now, when you talk about
climate change” (9-M). Interviewee 1 stated that transboundary work could “bring a lot of
benefit for [Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines] because talking about biodiversity,
especially migratory species, and also talking about fisheries management… this is beyond
countries. So, we need to be working together” (1-I). As stated, this transboundary conservation
has been shown to be important in particular for migratory species like turtles. For example,
interviewee 12 noted that there is “scientific evidence that the turtles laying on their islands [in
Malaysia] and the turtles laying on our islands [in the Philippines] are one genetic stock.
Therefore, it needs to be managed jointly by the two countries” (12-P). Similarly, interviewee 13
stated, “The exploitation of one country affects the whole stock [of a species], not just the stock
that is found in the territory at certain points in time” (13-P).
Additionally, the frequent overlap between the resources and resource users in SuluSulawesi can lead to conflicts or inefficient enforcement when these resources are not managed
in a coordinated or collaborative way. Interviewee 1 stated, “Sometimes Indonesian marine
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police catch fishermen from the Philippines… or the opposite- Indonesian fishermen catch fish
in Malaysian waters…. Or Malaysian fishermen catching or doing fishing in Indonesian waters”
(1-I). These interactions are important to consider when planning and implementing conservation
efforts; inconsistent policies, enforcement capacities across the three countries may interfere with
the efficacy of each’s programs. For example, one interviewee discussed differences in capacities
for protecting marine parks in the Balabac Strait where Malaysia has Tun Mustapha Park on their
side of the border and the Philippines has Tubbataha Reefs Natural Park. Interviewee 7 stated,
“On the Philippines side Tubbataha [management] is basically almost nonexistent. They
have one station there, but half of the time no human being lives there. They have no
rangers. They don’t have a patrolling boat at all. So that’s why if you look you often see
big, big supertankers actually just use it for their route, and oftentimes they end up having
oil spills and they destroy large spaces of area of coral reef” (7-M). They also noted, “the
Philippines has no defense against these major threats against their beautiful marine park.
So, these are serious challenges when we work together because we have different
capacities, different priorities in development” (7-M).
Collaboratively managing Sulu-Sulawesi may help balance the costs and benefits
between the three countries and allow for more proportional and equitable governance and
management strategies, particularly if resources can be pooled. However, different capacities and
priorities can make collaborative management even more challenging. An interviewee from
Malaysia stated,
“The Philippines fishery sector is much larger than Malaysia’s- It’s larger than
Indonesia’s and Malaysia’s combined. So that means that the Philippines sector actually
exploits more, per quantity and quality, of the small fish… So how are we going to
compromise on that issue? It cannot be on an equal basis, or the weight of paying for the
cost of the conservation and also who benefits most are actually unequally distributed”
(7-M).
Interviewee 4 also emphasized the importance of increasing awareness of Sulu-Sulawesi and its
important role as a resource provider far beyond its borders (4-M). They noted that many foreign
fishers come in to extract resources, creating issues in Sulu-Sulawesi and contributing nothing to
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the area in terms of support or conservation (4-M; 8-M). They also stated that this “is related to
the public awareness about our common goals here… That’s why the issue is not solely within
the area or within each of the governments, but also broader in the area and probably the world,
because it’s some of the same resources for our future” (4-M).
Transboundary management and conservation also have the potential to benefit
participating countries by increasing shared knowledge and shared experiences. Interviewee 2
stated that “especially with Malaysia and the Philippines, we could say that geographically we
are relatively similar. So, the lessons learned from the three countries can be shared and can be
used in the other countries to also manage their marine environment” (1-I). For example,
interviewee 7 stated, “If we need someone to help us to put efforts toward the conservation of,
for example, whale sharks, then we need to call Philippine friends, because they have vast
experience dealing with these beautiful whale sharks” (7-M). Similarly, interviewee 19
advocated for how transboundary management could increase broader understanding, saying,
“We really need transboundary collaboration in order for us to understand what’s really
happening, especially with the shared areas and shared resources. Because, if not then you
cannot complete the picture of Sulu-Sulawesi… And if we know the science, then we can have a
better management” (19-P). Additionally, interviewee 7 noted, “When it comes to conservation,
we actually have a data bank. So, what I know, they also know” (7-M).
Increasing transboundary management and conservation may also help garner financial
support for programs and projects. For example, it was noted that recognizing the importance of
connectivity in Sulu-Sulawesi has the potential to garner “a lot of support as well for the funding
from the scientific perspective” (4-M). Moreover, there is a draw to “put some effort into getting
some international recognition- to get world heritage status, because that will add not only to
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[Sulu-Sulawesi’s] prestige, but also help [managers] to appeal to the international community…
to conserve heritage for mankind” (7-M).

Current International Relations and Marine Coordination
The current relationships between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines are seen as
being largely amicable by many of the interviewees. Interviewee 6 noted that “overall they’re all
really good… in general they have really, really good relationships between the three countries”
(6-M). Alternatively, another interviewee stated, “I’ll just describe the current political
relationships here in one word. I think everybody is diplomatic” (17-P). The countries were
thought to have a “strong relationship in terms of the Association of Southeast Asian (ASEAN)
region (14-P). Interviewee 6 stated that they “think there’s probably closer relationships between
Malaysia and the Philippines than there are with Indonesia” (6-M). However, interviewee 2
shared that “it seems that Indonesia is welcome to the idea of collaborations with other countries
in the regions” and also agreed that “there have been quite a number of programs that are
conducted jointly by Malaysia and the Philippines as well” (2-I).
Some other interviewees pointed out that relationships between Indonesia, Malaysia, and
the Philippines have been tense at times. Interviewee 12 noted that national leaders “are civil
with each other. They’re always trying to be politically correct, but it’s really been a rollercoaster
ride, especially when it comes to unresolved [geographical] claims” (12-P). Similarly, an
interviewee from Malaysia noted that while they’re “doing better than before… there’s still a lot
of hurdles to do anything specific” (10-M). However, even with these challenges, one
interviewee stated, “What I can say is that the three countries of Sulu-Sulawesi have a long
history of relationships, and so even if there are times when things become politically volatile,
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the governments actually find ways to still push for cooperation that are mutually beneficial”
(16-P). Interviewee 18 shared, “It’s not perfect, but we’re working, and I guess in the end it’s
the sincerity and the recognition of working together- it’s the government’s players that find, you
know, ways forward” (18-P).
International integration and consistency have been a challenge, partially due to the very
different governance structures that exist between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines.
Historically, these variable administrative systems, processes, and legacies were influenced by
colonial powers; and as interviewee 6 noted, “The Dutch, the British, and the Americans, who all
came in, told everybody how to do it, and then all left” (6-M). However, international
agreements signed by national governments have been able to create some shared goals and
visions for marine conservation issues. For example, National Conservation Action Plans
surrounding sea turtles and dugongs have been created in the Philippines, and are to be
implemented across regions, provinces, and local levels (12-P). These National Action Plans are
“anchored on regional agreements under the Convention on Migratory Species” so that the
countries’ national approaches mirror international agreements (12-P). However, it was noted
that while these conservation efforts are “really integrated on paper, when it comes to practice
there’s a lot of room for improvement”, particularly regarding compliance and enforcement (12P).
Larger transnational projects such as the Coral Triangle Initiative have also promoted
shared goals, discussion, and collaboration through annual meetings and the creation of working
groups with representatives from Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines (as well as Papua New
Guinea, Timor-Leste, and the Solomon Islands) (1-I). For example, each country has worked
together to develop a Regional Strategy Plan and complementary National Strategy Plan for
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marine management (7-M). Additionally, interviewee 7 stated, “In 2010 we actually designed a
transboundary [analysis], which is a big document to find out what is the program on the ground
for Philippines, Indonesia, and Malaysia. What are the similarities and differences between them,
and how are they going to share our resources?” (7-M). Moreover, it was stated that Malaysia
and the Philippines “audit each other” due to a bilateral agreement (though Indonesia has yet to
sign it as well (7-M).
CTI-CFF has made efforts to facilitate the increase of human resource capacities across
its participating countries. For example, interviewee 1 stated that there are “many programs that
are already implemented in this Coral Triangle region, where the resource person or trainers
came from those countries… So, we sometimes make trainings in Indonesia, or in the
Philippines, or Malaysia” (1-I). Moreover, the Coral Triangle Initiative MPA System
(CTIMPAS) has helped create a consistent categorization of MPAs across the region. This
program uses “international standards and criteria to establish MPAs… and measure effective
management of MPAs” (1-I), which may aid in standardizing MPA expectations and
assessments.
Research efforts in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape have also been noted to take a
transboundary approach fairly often, with research projects crossing boundaries and researchers
networking internationally. Interviewee 2 stated “I think [transboundary research] is quite
common nowadays- at least in the past decade it has been quite common” and, “for research at
least it is a part of the agenda of our government to accelerate further networking with countries’
international researchers” (2-I). Moreover, one of the benefits of research is that communication
efforts and coordination often occur through independent networking, and do not need to go
through government channels. Interviewee 6 noted that “the one great thing is that amongst the
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scientists that are working in the area, we all know eachother” (6-M). They stated, “When I find
something I just tell [other researchers], and it doesn’t require it going to a government, and
government speaking to government… the data just gets shared (6-M).
However, overall, the perceived level and efficacy of marine coordination is variable.
Interviewee 14 stated that they think “the coordination is good now… I don’t see there’s more
coordination that needs to be done. But the existing way of coordination is good” (14-P).
However, they also pointed out, “If there needs to be more coordination it’s maybe in relation to
illegal fishing and destructive ways of fishing” (14-P). Interviewee 16 shared, “we work well
together at our level with our counterparts, like the technical working groups, but then the senior
officials, the higher-level stuff, I guess those are the things that are sort of hampering some of the
work within the sub-region” (16-P). Moreover, interviewee 17 shared that they think
“collaboration should be translated to more visible, positive impacts and results attributable to
joint implementation, maybe guided by an action plan of clear and defined roles and
responsibilities among the countries” (17-P).
In contrast to the positive collaboration pointed out by some interviewees, interviewee 6
noted that “there is no collaboration. It’s ‘I do what I do’, ‘you do what you do’, and ‘they do
what they do’” (6-M). This interviewee also stated that
“Every time we have a joint technical meeting to discuss this, we all agree that we should
align our policies and practices and everything. And then once the meeting’s over and
we’ve had a farewell dinner everybody goes home- back to business as usual. I’ve been
here for nearly three decades. I’ve never seen a single change come out of a trinational
meeting” (6-M).
Policies and enforcements were perceived to continue to lack consistency at the regional level,
and collaborative efforts to improve and standardize these regulations were perceived to be weak
and inadequate. For example, it was shared that Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines have
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never officially come together and agreed on implementing a region-wide regulation that would
be necessary for significant change, such as a ban on monofilament gillnets (6-M).

Fisheries
Fisheries Issues
Within Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines illegal, unreported, and unregulated
(IUU) fishing has been expressed as a major threat to the ecosystem and sustainable resource
use. Overfishing has often been perpetuated by the needs of large coastal populations, which rely
on marine resources for their livelihoods and incomes, and a limited infrastructure for fisheries
governance and management (2-I; 4-M; 6-M; 14-P).
Many fishers also use destructive and unsustainable methods of fishing. Interviewee 6
noted that within Malaysia “there’s very little management going on, if any. And you’ve got
expanding artisanal fishers, you know, lots of small boats with lots of monofilament gillnets
going out and completely undocumented. Unknown. We have absolutely no idea the number of
those boats and the impact they have on both fish docks and bycatch” (6-M). Other illegal and
destructive practices include fish bombing and harpooning, which may be particularly common
in rural coastal areas (11-M). Interviewee 11 stated, “I think the rural coastal area people don’t
know. Maybe some people are not aware [of the laws]. Or maybe because there’s not
enforcement within that area, so people get away with it” (11-M). While interviewee 11
described these impacts as very small in scale, interviewee 3 stated, “We still have rampant fish
bombing… Recently we found out, after installing a few bomb detectors, we have a huge
number of [bombs] everywhere” (3-M). They also stated,
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“We are hoping to find the root cause. Actually, it goes back to the livelihood of the
people, because fishes are becoming scarce nowadays, and they are trying to get the same
amount of catch with the least effort. The cost of gas is getting high, so [blast fishing] is
the easier way for them to do that. I think it’s the economy also, and of course the
awareness” (3-M).
Blast fishing and cyanide fishing is also an issue in the Philippines, though one
interviewee believed blast fishing was on the decline (13-P). It was noted that fishers “use
cyanide to collect ornamental fish. And the US is a huge market for ornamental fish from the
Philippines… [Cyanide] stuns them, and they recover, and then they ship them out. But once you
buy them and they’re inside a tank in a house just give it maybe 90 days and they will die
eventually” (12-P). Lastly, ghost nets, which result from fishing gear left behind in the water, can
often get stuck in coral reefs and on the sea floor, where it can cause harm to ocean life (11-M).
The illegal poaching of fish by foreign fishing vessels, particularly from China, was also
brought up as an issue in Malaysia (10-M) and the Philippines (12-P). These boats often intrude
into these countries’ exclusive economic zones (EEZs), depleting stocks and causing conflict
(10-M). In the Philippines it was noted that
“There were a lot of Chinese vessels, mostly coming from the province of Hainan, as you
can see from the registration on the side of the boat. So, they would use these giant drift
gillnets, sometimes stretching up to five kilometers long. They would lay it out and they
know exactly where to put them to be able to catch huge pelagic fishes like tuna, sailfish,
and also a lot of turtles. Yeah, they’re catching a lot of turtles and even dolphins and
sharks. I think anything that hits that net gets entangled. That’s why we sometimes call it
the wall of death” (12-P).
Foreign vessels have also engaged in illegal poaching and smuggling of sea turtles (3-M).
The use of strong lights for fishing can also cause issues by attracting fish from nearby
shallow coastal waters to larger commercial vessels farther offshore. Interviewee 12 stated these
lights “more often than not attract even fishes already in the nearby shallow coastal waters,
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which are the target species of small fishermen. So, there’s this competition between municipal
fishers and commercial fishers” (12-P). Moreover, they note that
“According to a lot of small-scale fishermen I’ve interviewed, the reason why they are
using dynamite and other illegal practices is because they cannot compete with these
huge commercial fishing boats, and the fish that they’re supposed to catch are being
caught already by commercial fishers. So, they’d rather use easy ways like dynamite or
blast fishing so they can have their catch also” (12-P).

Fisheries Governance
Governance and management approaches to fisheries vary between Indonesia, Malaysia,
and the Philippines due to different governance structures. While Malaysia often has a top-down
approach, “in the Philippines the management of natural resources is all the way down at the sort
of local village level. There’s national policies and programs, and then the actual day to day
management is down at the bottom guy level. And in Indonesia it’s [also] down at the regional
level and the district level” (6-M). Interviewee 4 noted that this is partially due to Indonesia and
the Philippines having “very advanced social community-based development” (4-M).
Interviewee 6 commented that this variation in governance between the three countries can cause
problems and confusions as there are “different modalities of fisheries management, and they
don’t mesh very well… there’s all these different administrative systems, and processes, and
legacies. And they’re now embedded in the way things work… We’re not going to change
people overnight” (6-M).
Moreover, within the Philippines, there were stated to be some “conflicting mandates at
both national and local levels. For example, the [Department of Natural Resources] and the
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources share similar mandates on fisheries, and sometimes
this gets confusing for implementors” (17-P). However, interviewee 17 noted, “We’re trying to
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settle that among ourselves by convergence” (17-P). Similarly, there can be a disconnect
between the sharing of fisheries data across these scales in the Philippines. For example,
municipal fisheries data is gathered locally; this data is then to be given to the Philippines
Statistics Authority, which is supposed to be advised by the Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources (13-P). However, “conflicts between these two agencies has resulted in a poor
gathering of municipal statistics and a poor analysis of the statistics for use for management”
(13-P).
Regulations in Malaysia may be “different between the peninsular Malaysia, and Sabah,
and Sarawak” (4-M). For example, in Malaysia “Fisheries legislation is actually federal law, and
Parks [legislation] is actually under state law” (7-M). Interviewee 7 stated that Malaysian
fisheries policies did used to have state legislation, but “back in the ‘90s [the governments]
decided to harmonize” such that states and local laws were discarded, and these governments just
followed the federal law (7-M).
Overall, existing fisheries policies in Malaysia were thought to effectively outline
sustainable practices in some ways. For example, limitations on the number of licenses issued for
certain industries and mesh net restrictions have been important regulations for decreasing
unsustainable and destructive fishing practices (6-M). The government has also “been working
on implementing an [Ecosystem] Approach to Fisheries Management”, wherein “the EAFM is
one of the goals under the Coral Triangle Initiative” (11-M). Interviewee 7 stated, “There’s no
issue about we don’t have enough laws. In fact, we have too many laws, it’s very confusing” (7M). Alternatively, one interviewee noted that they thought additional policies may still help
strengthen the sustainability of fisheries in Malaysia even more and policies were still lacking in
some important areas. They stated, “We currently don’t have [policies] about marine waste, and
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also invasive species is limited to some specific species under the Fisheries Act… we have
global warming mentioned in several policies under Malaysian law, but it’s not very specific”
(10-M).
Fisheries policies in Indonesia were seen to be lacking in general, though effective
policies were said to have been established for the protection of some species and areas. For
example, management efforts for blue swimming crab and red snapper fisheries have had
positive outcomes (1-I). However, the extent of policy efficacy and validity was difficult to
assess given the small number of interviewees from Indonesia. In contrast, fisheries policies (in
addition to policies on marine conservation) were mostly praised in the Philippines. Interviewee
12 stated, “I would say that we probably have the best and very comprehensive policies on
marine conservation, on fisheries management, on laws and regulations” and “there are
regulations to ensure sustainability” (12-P). Similar to Malaysia, the Philippines government and
“The Bureau of Fisheries is now advocating and pushing for an ecosystem approach to fisheries
management” (12-P) into the future. Interviewee 19 claimed that the Philippines has “already
shifted to an ecosystem approach to fisheries management” and noted management has “already
divided the country into 12 fishery management areas” (19-P).

Enforcement and Compliance
Although policies are considered to be well crafted, their implementation has faced many
challenges. This is partially due to a lack of capacity. Interviewee 14 stated, “The challenges that
I see are that implementation on the ground is quite challenging because there are few people
doing the government management. For example, there are only a few people, maybe less than
ten, in the office responsible for management” (14-P). Interviewee 19 stated, “Right now we
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have like 7500 official islands already, so you can imagine how difficult the enforcement and
compliance are” (19-P).
Similarly, while marine management officials in Malaysia were considered to be “really
professional” and well equipped with “all the knowledge and skills” they may need, and
management “departments all work the way they should and everything”, there remains a
“complete gap, or near complete gap, between coming up with a ruling and a regulation and then
being able to make sure everybody does it” (6-M). Rules and regulations in Malaysia are
designed by higher government scales, but it was noted that “there’s no real provisions for
enforcement. So, you could create a rule, you can create a directive, but that doesn’t mean
anybody has to follow it” (6-M). For example, some parks, such as Tun Sakaran Marine Park in
Malaysia, have local Sama-Bajau fishers that live and fish within them. However,
“The park system at the time didn’t have a co-management approach. So, it just had rules.
But then it turns a blind eye to those who don’t follow those rules because they live in the
park. And you’re like, ‘Well, wait a minute. It’s either a rule or it’s not.’ And, you know,
if you had come up with a good co-management system to start with, or given people
these exclusionary rights or whatever, it might have worked. But they didn’t” (6-M).
Unsustainable fisheries practices in Malaysia were also noted to continue to lack
capacity, even though they may be provided more resources by the federal government than
MPAs, which mostly receive resources from more limited state governments (7-M). For
example, many fisheries ports are often under-monitored, leading to a lack of clarity on actual
rates of illegal, underreported, and unregulated fishing. Interviewee 6 shared that while some of
the main ports in Malaysia, such as Biliran and Sandakan, monitor catches,
“Between [these ports] there’s 30 different little villages and nobody knows what gets
taken into those villages. And there’s a lot of places where landings, even by big sized
boats, get brought into little coastal villages. And that stuff doesn’t get weighed, it
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doesn’t get taken into account… So, if you wanted to understand trend in catches, you
never could because we’re only counting a part of what gets landed” (6-M).
Additionally, it has been difficult to monitor and regulate the collection of resources such
as coral and live fish for international trade due to the close proximity and many interpersonal
connections between some people across the border of Malaysia and the Philippines (11-M). For
example, it was stated that, “Sabah, especially, is very close to the Philippines, and many people
in Sabah are actually related to the people in the Philippines… A lot of reef fish get caught in the
Philippines and taken back to Malaysia. People always get away because our border is actually
still quite porous, I think. Then people have relatives on both sides, so people tend to get away”
(11-M).
Enforcement rates are also sometimes limited by the interests and friendly relations
between local officials and local resource users. For example, enforcement is said to often be
limited toward catching foreign fishing vessels in Malaysian waters, or in rare cases catching big
boats fishing in a zone too close to shore, rather than local boats or boats using the wrong types
of nets (6-M). These positive relationships between fishers and managers could have the
potential to help advance fisheries governance and management efforts if utilized effectively. For
example, fishers may be more receptive to having marine management and conservation
discussions and to answering officials’ questions when they are on good terms. This is in contrast
to fishers in Indonesia, which have been described as being wary of officials (6-M).
However, friendly relations between fisheries department officials and fishers can also
contribute to a lack of enforcement. For example, interviewee 6 stated, “We work with fishermen
regularly on our turtle excluder device (TED) program. And we’ll show up at boats and they’ll
have the wrong mesh size, and we’ll have a fisheries department representative with us who just
walks straight past it and doesn’t bat an eyelid”. Additionally, the Maritime Agency responsible
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for fisheries enforcement is also tasked with managing other issues, such as human welfare,
shipping, navigation etc., which may contribute to enforcement being low on their priority list
(6-M).
The fisheries department may also struggle to effectively manage Malaysia’s marine
environment due to, as interviewee 6 stated, “forever trying to find the compromise solution
between pleasing everybody and ensuring fishing sustainability… If we can’t please everybody
all at the same time, then some fisheries management measures don’t go into place” (6-M). They
also noted, “Sometimes that can’t be the solution. You can’t please everybody and end up with
sustainable fisheries on the table at the same time…” (6-M). As an example of this, interviewee 6
stated that while there are turtle exclusion device requirements in peninsular Malaysia, the
government of Sabah “still won’t make TED’s a legal requirement” (6-M). They said, “When I
talked to them, they’ll say, ‘oh, you know, there’s still a lot of fishermen who aren’t happy with
them’” (6-M). Moreover, about a decade ago the “Fisheries Department finally changed the
mesh size on the cod end of nets, and there was such a backlash that all fishermen stopped
fishing… They just barricaded all the boats, nobody went fishing, and finally there had to be all
this negotiation and everything with the government” (6-M).
Interviewee 12 noted that another issue affecting regulation enforcement in the
Philippines is that “there’s a lot of corruption, actually. Even with the local government officials”
(12-P). Enforcement of regulations has been highly variable by location within this country, as
local government units oversee the management of their natural resources and local government
codes give a lot of power to the mayor (12-P). Thus,
“If you are in a municipality where you have a mayor who doesn’t care about the natural
assets and is more concerned about making money out of construction and infrastructure
and drugs, you’ll see the deterioration in that area. But on the other hand, there are also
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municipalities where you have enlightened local executives, and they would support any
project that comes in that would address their problems in fisheries, in marine
conservation, in tourism… You know, even if you come in with a million dollars for a
conservation project, if the mayor has invested $2 million in illegal fishing, then he will
not accept your project. That’s just the reality here” (12-P).
Compliance among different fishing stakeholders was perceived to be variable. For
example, one interviewee expressed concerns about gear policies being ignored or not well
enforced within the Philippines. Smaller mesh sizes are “not sustainable because it catches small
fishes that are still not mature” and illegal use of these nets was described as “widespread” across
small- and large-scale fishers (13-P).
It was noted to be somewhat unclear in Malaysia which sub-communities may be
breaking fisheries regulations because different groups have different perspectives on the
situation. Interviewee 10 stated,
“They say there’s the small-time fishermen that rarely do illegal fishing activities for
middlemen, and that they’re only doing it because they are paid to do so. But we’re not
quite sure how it is. I would guess it depends on who you ask. Some fishing committees
say the big fishing vessels are taking all their catchments, and then the big fishing
companies are saying that the small-time fishermen are doing illegal activities” (10-M).
Regarding blast fishing, interviewee 9 stated,
“Lots of different stories have been said about fish bombing. Some say that it’s always
from the same people, the Sama-Bajau people, or the locals. But there’s also another
story when we went out to the field, where the locals say ‘it’s not us’, but these foreign
fishermen who want fast products and quick. And lots of products are being exported.
You know, that’s lots of distortion. Of course, we don’t know” (9-M).
Large commercial fishing boat operators in Malaysia, which are predominantly owned by
Chinese companies/owners, were noted to hire workers wherein “some of those workers might
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be local, some might be legal, and number, illegal. And the way the salary structure works is that
they get paid as a proportion of their catch” (6-M). Thus, interviewee 6 said that “the mentality
as these people leave port is ‘whack as much as you can because that’s going to increase my
salary. The more I bring home, the more we earn” (6-M). Moreover, “a lot of these people, also,
are not local, as in Malaysian. So really, they have no reason to respect or care for the longevity
of marine resources here. When this is gone, they pack up and move and go elsewhere” (6-M).
Commercial companies were also noted to be highly competitive, and despite the risks of
overfishing and potential stock crashes, they have been reluctant to adopt more sustainable
practices since competing companies have not done so (6-M). In a meeting with the owners of a
Chinese fishing company, interviewee 6 noted, “They actually get the concept of, you know- if
fish stocks crash, so does our business. But because other fishermen are not changing, other
companies are not changing, then they find it very hard to change too” (6-M). Thus, it is
important for these companies to adopt more sustainable practices which could be feasible, if
certain certification programs allowed fishers to sell their goods at higher prices. If all the
companies in the market implement these practices and are able to sell at the equally higher
prices, a lack of lower prices from unsustainable companies would force consumers to pay more
to all of the sellers (6-M).
Alternatively, some have argued that local and traditional users may have a greater
respect for their environment and the importance of maintaining marine resources for their future
generations (6-M). For example,
“Although there are parts of communities who still use destructive fishing practices, there
are also other communities who still hold the values of traditional fishing- sustainable
traditional fishing. So local wisdom also holds a kind of buffer for the destructive
practices… Traditional and local people do know how to manage their marine
environments” (2-I).
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Similarly, interviewee 6 stated that for Malaysia “it’s the Malay communities- where the guy
who drives the boat is the husband of the wife who owns the boat, and the boys that are working
at the back are nephew and, you know, an uncle or something like that. It’s a family-based thing.
And they all understand that protection of natural resources is how their kids are going to eat” (6M).
The Sama-Bajau people, sometimes referred to as ‘sea nomads’, are a particularly
important group of people to consider during marine governance and management efforts in
Sulu-Sulawesi, and particularly Malaysia. This ethnic group doesn’t possess citizenship in any
country and often travels across borders freely as they live on boats and do not have permanent
settlements (3-M; 9M). Additionally, they may often disregard regulations because, as
Interviewee 4 stated, “They see the ecosystem as their area for fishing activities. They don’t care
whether this is the area of, you know, Malaysia or Indonesia, because this area is the fishing
grounds for them, and they are following their instinct to find where they need to go” (4-M).
Notably, interviewee 7 stated, “The Philippines and Indonesia don’t have illegal immigrant
[Sama-Bajau] issues. It’s their own people who are actually inside their marine protected areas”
(7-M).
Fisheries regulation compliance was reported to be good for some management areas
within the Philippines. For example, interviewee 19 claimed,
“We have divided the Philippines into 12 management areas following an ecosystem
approach to fisheries management. And the way I see this, everyone is into that.
Everybody’s talking about it; the NGOs, the fisherfolk, and everyone is sort of approving
of that policy. So, I guess in terms of compliance for that fisheries management area, the
latest in terms of the management strategy in the country, I think it’s pretty high” (19-P).
However, issues with the breaking of fisheries regulations have also been reported in the
Philippines. Regulations were noted to primarily be broken “when there are no marine patrols”,
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and “local fishers tend to not be seen by the enforcers easily because they are in small spots of
the local area” (14-P), which suggests the need for a greater capacity to patrol broader ranges of
fishing areas in the Philippines. (14-P). Additionally, while both commercial and local users have
reportedly broken fisheries rules, “usually the commercial fishers are regulated in terms of their
licenses, in terms of their export, and so on…” and “the commercial [fishers] have more
government licenses that the small fishers usually don’t have” (14-P). While the government
now has “a registration system for the local fishers, it’s not well institutionalized” (14-P).

Community Participation
Participation is important to regulating fisheries because “there is a need for [fisheries]
agencies or society as a whole to look at the socio-economic impacts on fishing folks” (13-P).
While strict regulations may benefit the environment, they can harm local and often marginalized
communities disproportionately, so it is important to find a balance and try to benefit both as best
as possible. Interviewee 13 commented, “Let’s say, for example, that I advocate for a closed
season- let’s say that’s three months of the year. What do [fisherfolk] do then when not allowed
to fish?” (13-P). They also stated, “That lack of income for three months for these fisherfolk
should be paid by society, or paid by the government, or paid by the cooperative that they’re a
part of. As long as they are paid. Because how else can they live?... That really has to be part of
the management system” (13-P). Participation is an important process for ensuring
environmental justice approaches to marine governance and management, as it allows for greater
understanding of social and economic needs. Additionally, interviewee 13 noted,
“I would also be radical to think that we should really look also at the social health of the
fishing folk. They’re poor, some are even, I was told illiterate… We have a Department
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of Social Work and Welfare so they should really be also looking at the welfare of these
people… [Marine management] really has to have the whole of society [involved]integrated, multi-disciplinary, multi-sectoral” (13-P).
Moreover, interviewee 9 noted,
“When we talk about marine management of ocean research in general, it has
traditionally had a focus on natural science… If you look at the governance without
understanding the root cause that makes the marine ecosystem today- for instance, in
terms of [societal] health, then we are not actually targeting the right audience or
targeting the root cause” (9-M).
Interviewee 1 noted that it is particularly important to try to connect and increase
collaboration between fisheries and MPA management in Indonesia (1-I). One way this is being
attempted is through the creation of fisheries networks, which have been increasingly promoted
by governments and NGOs in recent years, and which aim to better educate fishers about the
purpose of MPAs (1-I). Additionally, “there are some forums in Indonesia that are making it
possible for fisheries industries to annually sit together and discuss with conservation NGOs and
the government” (1-I). These forums may allow for better discussions around balancing the
needs of stakeholders and better designating MPAs and fisheries management areas. One
successful collaboration between stakeholders in Indonesia involved big tuna companies, which
worked together with NGOs and the government to agree on a more sustainable ecosystem-based
fisheries management (EBFM) plan (1-I). Interviewee 1 stated, that several tuna companies in
the industry, through their associations, worked together to meet annually and make decisions to
“plan together with the government and NGOs towards sustainable fisheries” (1-I). An additional
important area of coordination can be found in how the Indonesian “Minister of Foreign Affairs
and Fisheries is looking at MPA establishment objectives to support sustainable fisheries” (1-I),
which can help ensure fisheries and MPA goals can complement each other.
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In Malaysia, fisheries regulations and governance take a very top-down approach. This
has often resulted in a lack of participatory consultation with fishers throughout governance and
marine management processes (6-M). Interviewee 6 stated,
“There isn’t very much consultation with fisherman themselves. Invariably consultations
are to tell them what the Fisheries Department has decided, rather than to come up with
rulings, regulations, whatever in partnership with fishers. So, it tends to be very top
heavy, and the government will tell you, ‘this is the way it’s going to work’, and that’s
the way it’s going to work” (6-M).
It was noted that the implementation of an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management has
aimed to “include participation from the community, fishermen associations, government, and
local partners as well” (4-M).
One challenge to increasing participation and awareness involves the need to translate
policies and communicate governance and management information to a variety of different
local fishers (4-M). Interviewee 4 stated, “We need to really translate [the EAFM approach] into
the language of the fisherman. It’s not necessarily the local language, because the fisherman in
Malaysia are sometimes not fully Malaysian, because they are also in between this area” (4-M).
These fishers might be “Sulu ethnic or Bajau ethnic”, for example, and thus speak “only
probably the Bajau language or speak mixed with the Tagalog language” (4-M). Moreover,
raising awareness and informing these communities can be difficult due to their transient
lifestyles. Interviewee 9 referenced this issue, saying, “Where do [the Bajau people] get their
information? How to reach them? Because at the same time they are also trying to run away from
the authority, because they are stateless” (9-M).
Within the Philippines, interviewee 18 stated that one of the strengths of marine
governance is that it is “participatory and engaging of different stakeholders” (18-P). However,
interviewee 14 expressed concern that though collaboration in the Philippines can appear
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impressive on paper, “the actual work on the ground there’s maybe less groups or people that are
really doing it” and ‘there are many stakeholders that should be involved in the management”,
such as “the fisheries group as well as the people in government and as well as general civil
society” (14-P). Participation was described to typically focus solely on “the actual people that
are using the marine area. For example, the fishers as well as the tourism industry” (14-P).
Efforts to increase collaboration between fisheries and marine management in the
Philippines have been mixed. Overfishing by large, commercial companies, continues to be a
significant issue in the Philippines, even more so in the past. Interviewee 12 recalled,
“It came to a point where the industry itself started to get seriously worried that they were
not catching fish anymore. You know, before it was like a mouse and cat in the fishing
grounds, and they know they were violating some regulations- The Philippine National
Police Maritime Group Would go after them. Until eventually the population of the
species that they were making a living from started to really seriously decline. And there
were some canneries, some really big companies that almost decided to shut down
because there were no fish to put inside their cans” (12-P).
However, positive collaboration and informed management has been shown to benefit
some fishing industries in the Philippines. Research into the spawning cycle of sardines in the
waters of Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines revealed these fish were “one genetic stock”
that they “had to be managed jointly by the three countries” (12-P). After these studies, the
Philippines “initiated an intervention, which was like a seasonal closure” and “in consultation
with industry, the fishing companies, and the canneries, there was an agreement between the
government and these companies” (12-P). This intervention was very successful, with
interviewee 12 sharing that after “the first year of implementation, the fishing boats went out
when the season was open for fishing, and they were shocked. They were catching more than
their boats could handle, and the size of the sardines were so big that the canneries were having
problems… But everybody was happy. So [the seasonal closures] are still continuing” (12-P).
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Similarly, interviewee 13 stated the relationship between the fisheries industry and marine
management is “getting better” and “there was a comprehensive fisheries management
development plan for the industry. And the fisheries sector agency worked with the fishing
industry and stakeholder consultations and came up within this” (13-P).

Marine Protected Areas
Marine Protected Areas Issues
Marine protected areas have had a mixture of successes and failures among Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Philippines. The Indonesian government has “declared their commitments for
better marine management” (2-I).
Additionally, one of Indonesia’s marine management strengths was stated to be their “clear steps
and procedures and guidelines at the national level related to establishing and managing marine
protected areas” (1-I). Moreover, “now people in Indonesia are more and more aware about how
important coastal and marine resources are for peoples’ lives” (1-I). Interviewee 1 stated,
“Where before, coastal and marine areas in Indonesia were like a backyard and so people didn’t
care about the sea, now people care more and are willing to support protections of coastal and
marine resources” (1-I).
It can be important to consider the main goals for MPAs, and how the environmental,
social, and economic goals incentives for these areas may complement or conflict with each
other. For example, interviewee 9 stated,
“The Marine Parks Department [of Malaysia] was set up in the 1980s mainly because at
that time we saw the decrease of fisheries and decrease in stock. Because of that they
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thought that we needed to conserve. So, if you look at the formation of marine protected
areas in Malaysia, especially when we talk about marine parks, it started with the interest
of ensuring food security and the fisheries sector. But of course, now if you ask a lot of
the public, they will always relate it to protected areas for conservation, and that’s why
marine parks are always being linked to tourism. So, I think that this is an issue about the
perceptions of the public- What is the function of marine parks, then?” (9-M).
The effectiveness of Indonesia’s MPA management is measured across “several
indicators and criteria”, such as “impacts and functions of the MPA, and the benefit of the MPA
for the community, for people, for biodiversity protections” (1-I). Interviewee 1 noted that
“every year the management effectiveness level increases and increases… but mostly, about
maybe 75% [of MPAs] are not effective yet. Frankly speaking, there is no MPA that’s achieved
100% effective management level in Indonesia” (1-I).
Malaysia was also stated to have “strong support from the government” due to
commitments to things like the Aichi Biodiversity targets and other conventions (3-M). It was
stated that “the measurement of the effective management of MPAs [in Malaysia] has never been
measured before” (4-M). Interviewee 4 noted that managers “are trying to measure some of the
indicators that are being developed by [the Coral Triangle Initiative], by IUCN, etc., but that has
a long way to go… This is still a learning process for the institutions” (4-M). It is also important
that the evaluation is comprehensive and accounts for ecosystem services. Interviewee 4 stated,
“The thing is no one’s really looking at what is the value and the expanded value of the coral
reef. It’s not about only the coral itself, but it’s about how living with this area impacts fisheries
as well. It is impacting the livelihood [of society], which is impacting the harmony of the
climate. That should be counted, right?” (4-M).
In the Philippines, protected areas may be established “through a Republic Act, which is
an act through a national law” or “by local governments, which involve ordinances or executive
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orders from the mayor” (12-P). Additionally, governance and management may be strengthened
in nationally established protected areas by “a protected area management board, which is a
multi-stakeholder/multisectoral board. And they provide the policy, direction, planning, and
monitoring of the protected area” (12-P). Currently, in the Philippines there are “a lot of MPAs
which are quite small because there are [allowances for] fisheries codes” and “municipal
executives are mandated to establish at least 15% of their municipal waters as marine
sanctuaries” (12-P). However, “one good thing about it is they’re starting to network these
MPAs” (12-P) via a Marine Protected Areas Support Network (19-I). This may help promote
collaboration between smaller MPAs, increase governance and management effectiveness, and
help increase vital protection connectivity. Managers are also “now using good science to study
things like fish, egg, and larval dispersal patterns. Which shows the connectivity of various reefs
or other habitats, in terms of sources and sinks… And these are the ones that they network” (12P).

Marine Protected Area Governance
The integration of MPA governance varies across scales and by country. Interviewee 1
stated that while “within the Coral Triangle area the MPAs are very well connected between
international, national, and local levels… somehow each country has different regimes, different
policy regulations” (1-I). For example,
“Specific countries like Papua New Guinea, like Solomon Islands, like Timor-Leste, as
members of the Coral Triangle Initiative, they mostly have a community-based MPA
approach where a community has authority to manage the marine protected areas.
Malaysia has a very centralized government, so this [higher] government has the full
authority to manage marine protected areas. In other sites, in Indonesia and the
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Philippines, [there’s] a mix between government and community [authorities], and they
work together to manage protected areas” (1-I).
However, integration between each country was viewed positively by this interviewee, who
stated, “While not yet 100%, each country- it’s areas have different levels of connection and
involvement of national level and local level” (1-I).
Multi-level governance, which was said to be emphasized in Indonesia and the
Philippines, has been seen to have both pros and cons, and stakeholder needs must be met across
these scales. Interviewee 1 stated that issues have arisen in Indonesia due to the “very sectoral
policy and governance approach that’s not well integrated. So, every department, for example, or
every ministry, or even local government, has a different approach but for similar areas… I think
we have homework as well in that area- in our integrated planning in MPAs” (1-I).
One challenge to integration between fisheries and MPA management in Indonesia lies in
the fact that “the responsibility for marine resource management falls within two different
ministries, The Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries and the Ministry of Environment and
Forestry” (6-M). In larger meetings, this leads to representatives being sent from both of these
agencies. Integration and communication may also be hampered by disconnects between who is
involved in larger meetings and plans, and who is working to implement them on the ground. It
was noted that,
“When you call for some meeting, then they’ll send somebody from Jakarta. And of
course, Jakarta is nowhere near Sulawesi, and [the representative] has absolutely no idea
what’s happening in Sulawesi. So, it really becomes a little bit of a pointless exercise. So,
unless you’ve got people from the regency in North Sulawesi participating, then it
doesn’t really make much sense” (6-M).
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Interviewee 3 also noted that “Our state, [Sabah], is just one part of Malaysia so any discussion
between two countries has to go through Kuala Lumpur”, which can hinder management
efficiency and effectiveness (3-M).
Similarly, in Malaysia, the Fisheries and Marine Park Departments are governed by two
separate agencies, under the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Environment, Culture
and Tourism, respectively. Interviewee 6 stated, “Fisheries is all about regulating an extractive
process, and parks is all about protecting resources, and so really they’re seen as being two
separate entities, and they operate independently” (6-M). However, the extent of communication
between the departments was described somewhat differently between interviewees. According
to interviewee 6, the departments “very often don’t communicate, certainly as much as they
should” (6-M). Interviewee 11 shared that “there is communication” and “there’s some
overlapping power, but I think they’re trying to resolve it” (11-M). This challenge may be
compounded by fisheries legislation occurring at the federal level and park legislation focusing
on state policies (7-M). Moreover, tensions may arise when there is an exchange of power as an
area goes from being managed by the Fisheries Department to being managed by Sabah Parks
and its Board of Trustees when it is designated as a marine protected area (9-M).
State discrepancies between Sabah and peninsular Malaysia have also affected MPA
governance and management. For example, interviewee 8 stated, “I find in Sabah that marine
protected areas are much more organized compared to those in peninsular Malaysia” (8-M). This
is due to adjacent marine and terrestrial areas (such as nesting beaches) in peninsular Malaysia
being managed by different departments, while in the state of Sabah a whole area (such as an
island and its surrounding waters) will be managed by just Sabah Parks (8-M). Moreover,
interviewee 3 noted communication between these parks can be poor. They stated,
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“Something that is not really working, I notice is amongst the mirroring park authorities
in this country. Because of history we have so many states, and so some states have their
own marine parks. Some of them don’t communicate well because of problems within
their own area… And there is a tendency of one region to want to bring another’s MPAs
under them. So that is not really healthy” (3-M).
Collaborations between states in Malaysia may also be hindered by this as interviewee 3
noted, “When I represent this country as a member at a regional event, there are some [state
representatives] that are not coming. So, there is no report from that area… so we cannot get an
accurate [national] report” (3-M).
The Philippines also has a separation between fisheries and MPA governance and
management. Interviewee 19 stated, “In the case of marine protected areas and fisheries, I feel
it’s not too much of a problem anymore in terms of the overlap because it’s clear to us that once
there’s established a marine protected area, then it falls under the Department of Environment
and Natural Resources”. However, this was mostly viewed positively, with the interviewee
noting, “And so we know that, and even on the ground we coordinate through those
jurisdictions… Perhaps on the ground there will be some sort of, you know, coordination
problems, but in general I think it’s clear where we are at in terms of MPAs and in terms of the
perspective of the fisheries” (19-P).
When establishing MPAs it is important to consider “the bigger picture in terms of a
global initiative, national policy, and how to connect it with local contexts” (1-I). For example,
“if a local government is running a program on how to protect biodiversity in a certain area, but
the central government [is] looking at the area as a very good destination for marine tourism…
then if they are not well integrated and communicative, then there is conflict between the
provincial government and central government on how to use a certain area” (1-I). Interviewee 7
stated that when “running state parks, there’s political interference” from higher government
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levels (7-M). For example, the federal government has wanted to develop one island with a
protected park in upper Borneo in order to mine silica. It was mentioned the federal government
has argued that this will provide jobs to “more than 100 thousand people living in that park”, but
the interviewee expressed concerns about mining activities being “very damaging and a major
threat to existing MPAs” (7-M).
These issues are being addressed in some areas. For example, interviewee 2 noted that “at
least for the biosphere reserve that we are working with, [Taka Bonerate Kepulauan-Salayar in
Indonesia], we know that the local government is working closely together with the national park
on managing the biosphere reserve area and are planning for programs that will be conducted
together in the area” (2-I). Additionally, in the Philippines, “a lot of the national responsibilities
have been devolved to local government units, which allows them to make their own ordinances”
(12-P). However, “those [local] ordinances are anchored on national policies” and they “cannot
run counter to national policies” (12-P). Additionally, interviewee 2 stated,
“I don’t think [multi-level governance] provides only confusion for the local areas, but it
also provides more security for them too… when there are so many people who work on
one thing it can provide a sort of a safety net. When one institution or one section of
institutions is not functioning properly there would be others who can sort of create a
buffer for that. So, it is not always a negative impact caused by the multi-level
governance” (2-I).
One way that governance integration could be improved may involve more clear and
stronger coordination and communication across scales and among stakeholders. For example,
within the Philippines, it was noted that capacity building is particularly important for local
governments and many officials at these levels are not well aware of existing national and
international policies (19-P). Interviewee 19 stated, “Based on my experience, not all, but in
most instances, if [local governments] know these policies, then they are able to implement
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them” (19-P). Interviewee 17 agreed and stated, “Local governments are not completely or fully
aware of what’s happening in the international arena. So, I think it is the responsibility of the
national government to feed [information] back to the local government” (17-P). Additionally,
interviewee 2 stated that,
“In terms of the confusion at local levels and things like that, it can be strengthened with
clear coordination between institutions and also a more effective way of
communication… and that the allocation for budget is well coordinated so everyone
knows their institution is responsible for what, and to what extent, and are also
complementing each other’s role in the area and in management efforts” (2-I).

Enforcement and Compliance
Enforcement continues to be a challenge in MPAs across the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape,
and similar to fisheries management, a lack of capacity has often hindered MPA management
and enforcement efforts. For example, interviewee 1 stated, “We need to increase human
resources, skill, and knowledge in how to manage marine protected areas to achieve effective
management” (1-I). Moreover, it was claimed that “the lack of funds or the [lack of] continuing
funds prohibits [managers] from properly monitoring protected areas” (2-I). While some funds
have been allocated by the Indonesian government “to support the research, the monitoring
activities, and also the management activities within marine areas” (2-1), it is important that
these funds are sustainable. Often, “when a program ends [local communities] don’t have the
means to sustain the program by themselves” (2-1). Interviewee 1 also noted that there is
frequently “a lack of sustainable financing mechanisms for marine protected areas”, and that
“80% of MPAs in Indonesia have a lack of a sustainable finance mechanism” (1-I).
Unfortunately, many parks in Malaysia may be limited to being ‘paper parks’. While
designated as parks, these areas are not managed or regulated well, and people are still able to go
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there to fish and extract resources. One interviewee thought that enforcement in Malaysian
MPAs was good, stating “We are effective because those closed parks were actually properly
looked after. Like encroachment was minimal… We also have people who are being prosecuted
for trespassing so we’re very effective there” (3-M). In contrast, interviewee 11 stated, “We are
lacking in capacity, it was identified as the main issue in enforcement- lacking in resources in
terms of, I think, not just manpower, but also equipment, infrastructure, transportation, boats, all
this stuff” (11-M). Interviewee 4 also brought up that there are challenges in creating sustainable
management programs because even though “a lot of capacity building is going on with many of
the funding agencies coming into these countries, unfortunately not all of these [agents] are
given training… Sometimes the mobility of these positions are very fast, [switching] from
agency to agency, and MPA managers keep changing” (4-M). Additionally, interviewee 10
stated, “Right now we’re facing an economic downturn because of the global [COVID-19]
pandemic so we have trouble procuring things like boats and boat fuel to do our patrolling” (10M). They also noted that while management is “transitioning right now to using drones, the
procurement of those items is stalled because of the economic situation” (10-M). The pandemic
has also stalled some projects and necessitated extensions, which are often difficult to fund due
to their original budgets not allocating for this disturbance (9-M).
Additionally, resource users may continue to be unaware of current marine park
designations and regulations. Interviewee 11 stated that there remains “so many people who are
still lacking in awareness of the marine parks; what it is, what you can do, what you cannot do”
(11-M). They also shared that, for example,
“Tun Mustapha is divided into many zones within it; communities’ zones, preservation
zones- where you cannot do or take anything. But there are actually no physical
boundaries within the park, so it is quite difficult for people to understand… the park was
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designated in 2016, and the government, I think, has tried very hard to reach out to
people. But still, there are a lot of people who’re not aware” (11-M).
Interviewee 9 advocated for the creation of biosphere reserves that have more transition
or buffer zones, as these “would help mediate the impact of human activities to the hardcore
marine parks area” (9-M). While some of these plans have been written down and are in the
process of being submitted to the state’s Cabinet, they have not yet been implemented (9-M).
Enforcement is also a challenge within the Philippines, and interviewee 12 noted,
“There’s a lack of capacity among managers for marine conservation, and especially in small
marine protected areas… so like, financial, human resources, logistics” (12-P). One interviewee
commented that while “MPAs have increased over the years in terms of size, the human resource
capacity has stayed the same as like 20 years ago” (7-M). Interviewee 14 shared that while
MPAs have designated management boards, some of them are “there on paper, but the actual
management is only obligated to the subordinates- a few staff” (14-P). Moreover, many of these
managers “can only visit the [management] place maybe a few times a month” (14-P) which may
limit their understanding of the area and its complex needs.
However, one strength interviewee 12 highlighted is that the Philippines has “a lot of
high caliber marine scientists, and fishery experts, and conservation specialists” (12-P).
Additionally, this includes “not just natural scientists. But [marine management] also has an
inclination to ensure that science is directly relevant to society and societal needs” (13-P).
Moreover, some of the Philippine marine management areas have been established for quite
some time, and these areas may tend to have “many offices and many people [that] are
concerned about the area”, especially when they are “culturally attached to the group of people,
so they would really exert so much effort” (14-P). Interviewee 19 also stated that the Philippines
is “really into science-based marine management right now in the country” (19-P). This may be
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further facilitated by promoting complementary policies for science efforts. Interviewee 9 stated,
“We need to write policy for science. What types of policy can support the science we want?
And what science would support policy again?” (9-M).
Broader support for MPAs in the Philippines was noted to be important because it has
been observed that MPAs with stronger national government endorsements tend to be managed
more successfully, due to greater access to national funding and national office aid (14-P). One
interviewee noted, “One of the strengths that we have now in terms of coastal and marine
management is the support we are receiving now in terms of funding because of a priority
program of the government… There is now regular funding for the program called the Coastal
and Marine Ecosystem’s Management Program” (17-P). Interviewee 12 agreed that “there’s still
a lot of funding, both from the government and international donors” (12-P) for marine
management. However, this funding appears to not be being distributed evenly or equitably. For
example, management capacity in smaller parks is more limited. Interviewee 14 noted that,
“For the local [parks] it’s really challenging because they are required by the government
to put up as many marine protected areas as possible. But the challenge is how to sustain
the management of those MPAs… They are lucky if there are some NGOs that would
help them in the management, especially in terms of the enforcement of laws as well as
the monitoring” (14-P).
Additionally, “most of these municipalities are low-income municipalities, and MPAs are not
really a priority for them” (12-P).
The COVID-19 pandemic has presented a new challenge to enforcement and compliance
in some areas in Sulu-Sulawesi as well. Interviewee 7 stated,
“Before COVID, the people living inside the MPAs, they had a livelihood, and their
livelihood was not related to taking things from the marine environment, like fishing. We
designed [a plan] for them not to fish that much. So, they plant seaweed, they farm sea
cucumber, they farm seahorses, for example… But when it came to COVID, those
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industries ground to a halt, stopped, were frozen. So, they went back to exploiting natural
resources that the MPAs’ are supposed to protect… These people need to live and are
very poor people- they make up half of the poverty in Sulu-Sulawesi” (7-M).
The interviewee also commented, “I don’t know what’s going to happen. It’s already the second
year of COVID and they are back into exploiting marine resources. And at the moment park
authorities are actually overwhelmed, because all of a sudden they have to do a lot of
enforcement and they don’t know what to do with the situation” (7-M). Moreover, they noted,
“Malaysia is relatively richer than the Philippines and Indonesia in terms of per capita so there’s
some help for [people affected]. But I’m not sure about Indonesia and the Philippines. Hopefully
we’re not back to square one” (7-M).

Community Participation
In order to minimize and overcome stakeholder conflicts it is important to provide the
opportunity for diverse participation in marine governance, planning, and management efforts.
Interviewee 1 stated, “The process is very important when you’re establishing an MPA. To
always involve stakeholders, like the community, so they can make a voice about their ideas,
about their interests so we can accommodate this within our MPA design” (1-I). An interviewee
from the Philippines similarly shared that “when you implement a program like Sulu-Sulawesi
you have to make sure that you spend a lot of time and resources on consultations” (12-P).
Interviewee 16 argued that “integrated coastal resource management emphasizes not only
integrating several ecosystems, from upland down to the marine environment, but it also
emphasizes stakeholder engagement” (16-P). It was noted that stakeholder consultations could be
made more effective by doing “stakeholder mapping initially to identify who the stakeholder are,
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so that by the time you write up the program then you are quite confident that it’s going to get
the support that it needs” (12-P).
Some groups that were mentioned to have been historically underrepresented in
Indonesia in the past include women and youth groups (1-1). For example, women “sometimes
become a marginal group that people think are not very important to be involved, but actually,
when you are talking about coastal and marine resources management bringing impacts to the
household… women are one of the groups that get direct impacts from coastal and marine
resources management. That’s why there needs to be women’s voices as well [included]” (1-I).
Moreover, youth were seen to have great potential as “change agents”, especially if their
“involvement with the conservation effort right now becomes a lifestyle” (1-I).
In Malaysia, interviewee 4 stated that the country’s top-down approach “is sometimes
also a benefit for protection because without the more quote-unquote ‘democratic’ [process]
from the bottom-up level the decision is already in place and the relevant community
surrounding the area of protection is following that regulation” (4-M). However, this may not be
effective in practice, and other interviewees emphasized the need to involve more local
participants in general. Interviewee 10 stated, “There’s been several conflicts over the
gazettement of parks during the years. You know, they see us coming in and taking a fishing area
and limiting their areas for them to catch fish. So, the relationship is a strained one, but that’s
something we just have to deal with along the way” (10-M). One interviewee shared that in the
past all MPAs “were supposed to be closed MPAs. Nobody was allowed to go in or extract
anything at all” (3-M). Recently this has shifted and now some MPAs are “open for everyone”
and managers “want all stakeholders to get involved” (3-M). Interviewee 3 stated, “We are also
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listening, we are also changing nowadays. Because of the requests and the needs of the people
we want to have open parks or multi-use parks where some activities are still allowed” (3-M).
It is particularly important to recognize the needs of local and marginalized resource
users that are most affected. Often, larger commercial or foreign vessels are not as affected by
changing fisheries or protected area regulations, as these “trawlers normally have bigger boats,
and they can go beyond the marine parks areas for fishing” (9-M). In some areas, the loss of
livelihoods has led to the migration of individuals from the area, often from islands to the
mainland, particularly among youth from traditional communities (9-M).
Currently, consultation processes about creating marine parks may take place over
months to years before an area is gazetted, during which officials “try to educate the fishing
communities on the do’s and don’ts and how parks actually enhance catch and not decrease it
through the spillover effect and other such protections” (10-M). However, one interviewee noted
that “the creation of parks very rarely comes with consultation of local communities” and “there
is no local community involvement in decision making. The government makes the rules and
then it tells people what they have to follow” (6-M). Interviewee 6 also stated, “I participated in
a government meeting a couple of years ago about expanding marine parks in Sabah, and there
wasn’t a single local community member anywhere in the room. It was a group of scientists, and
conservation people… no local communities were represented” (6-M). This has contributed to
things like protests from local community members, especially when there is a lack of trust, and
they think a park is going to involve strict no take zones (even if it won’t) (3-M). Interviewee 3
emphasized, “Our challenge and issue was how to get them to believe us, and until know when
we gazette the park, they are still not really convinced about it and then they don’t really want us
to be there… We cannot change the mindset immediately from the previous one” (3-M).
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The situation may be improving as another interviewee argued that managers are “doing
better in involving stakeholders in the process, the gazettement, and also the policing [of MPAs]”
in Malaysia (10-M). For example, Sabah Parks was said to be working with many different
agencies, and the department intends to promote more community engagement with local
communities and indigenous peoples (11-M). Interviewee 10 stated that marine management in
Malaysia has had “very good relationships with stakeholders” and that “we’re working towards
improving our working relationships to the communities living in the marine parks” (10-M).
Another promising communication mechanism is the use of community liaison officers, which
work with communities to discuss and implement fisheries rules and regulations (9-M).
Interviewee noted, “We are seeing progress among the community. Mainly because of the result
of public consultation, the engagement, and all the other campaigns. But they are also changing
with, I think, the generation. The older people are sending the younger people, and the more
educated young people are more keen on conservation and sustainable practices” (3-M).
An interviewee from Malaysia noted that, “in parts of the east coast [management] has
formed like a security committee involving not only just the local population but also other
enforcement agencies… and we’re moving towards improving the local participation of local
communities to be involved in the security of the area as well” (10-M). One of these efforts was
described for Tun Mustapha Park, where, according to interviewee 3, “Communication is already
there” (3-M). They stated, “In managing [Tun Mustapha Park] we established one steering
committee” which was said to involve stakeholder representatives from areas such as the state
and local government, the tourism sector, environmental organizations, enforcement officials,
fishermen, etc. (3-M). They commented, “In this way there is a platform that [stakeholders] can
voice out their rights, their concerns, and that goes up to us” (3-M). Interviewee 10 also shared,
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“We’re experimenting right now with what we call the honorary ranger program, where
we have local community representations by village heads and village chiefs to be
involved in the area, and they’re given some limited legal powers to make arrests. But
mostly they do patrols while they’re doing the economic activities like catching fish, so if
they see people doing illegal fishing, they will report it directly to us [higher officials]”
(10-M).
In the future, Sabah Park managers would like to expand the honorary ranger program
“to other parks in our jurisdiction” (10-M) as well. However, they noted “we have limitations in
the legal department” and that current legislation can’t provide sufficient legal powers to
potential rangers (10-M). Sabah Parks is “trying to work with the government to help them get
legal powers, hopefully by this year, or maybe in the next several years” (10-M). Additionally,
this program is “still very preliminary” and managers “have not yet seen the effectiveness
outcomes so far” (9-M).
Within the Philippines, interviewee 18 noted that marine governance and management
tries to involve a variety of stakeholders “in the planning and in different levels, so they have
different roles, even in the identification of a protected area” (18-P). This is supported in part by
the law, which “already really emphasizes the importance of assessing a protected area, not only
based on science and the suitability in terms of biodiversity, but also on how the community
perceives having a protected area” (18-P).

MPAs and Tourism
Ecotourism is also often intended to serve as an alternative or additional livelihood for
local communities when MPAs create resource extraction limitations in order to benefit both
human welfare and the environment. Interviewee 7 stated, “We actually put so much hope on
tapping into tourism as a potential partner to finance [parks]” (7-M). Additionally, an
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interviewee from the Philippines claimed that one of the strengths of marine management in the
country is “the economic contribution of protected areas” due to them “being a destination for
tourists” (17-P). Tourism was also mentioned as a potential opportunity for increasing
transboundary collaboration and conservation in Sulu-Sulawesi. For example, ecotourism was
pointed out as an enabling factor for some successes “in having turtle migration routes protected
over the years” (10-M). It was noted that since “turtles are a very big draw for tourists, protecting
them makes the most economic sense to all three countries” (10-M).
Within the transboundary Turtle Islands Heritage Protected Area, tourism has been
developed on one of the three islands on the Malaysian side, and this tourism has shown “that
well planned and well managed tourism actually does not conflict with turtle conservation” (12P) and this tourism can serve as a main source of income for the park (8-M). Since this
ecotourism has been very successful, it has been argued that developing similar ecotourism on
the Philippines islands in the protected area could greatly benefit their local communities as well
(12-P). Interviewee 12 noted that there are “about 5000 people on the six islands, and these are
really poor Filipinos. And if you see the area you will wonder, why are these people poor when
they have all these natural assets for world class tourism?” (12-P). Thus, developing ecotourism
in these areas may help meet both the conservation needs of turtles, and the economic and social
needs of people in the area. Additionally, valuing turtles for ecotourism purposes may also aid
their conservation by providing economic incentives that counteract the benefits of poaching
turtles for sale on the black market.
Tourism could also complement protected areas by providing additional incentives and
capacity to monitor and enforce regulations due to an investment in maintaining the area’s
appeal. Interviewee 14 stated, “there are cases that tourism would help because they, for
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example, control some islands. So, they would tend to deter other fishers from going into the
area, so in a way the places are protected” (14-P).
However, fisher communities have also had conflicts with tourism organizers and
interviewee 14 stated, “some fishers might complain because they have limited areas for fishing.
Because of [that] there’s some conflict in a way, because tourism would say this area is reserved
for our visitors, for coral diving and so on” (14-P). However, marine management officials were
said to have made efforts to promote collaborative planning between the tourism industry and the
fisheries sector, which may help resolve these potential issues (14-P) For example, tourism
development could help local fisherman by providing exclusive fishing rights to locals.
Notably, it is important for management to recognize how tourism incentives may
promote and prioritize resources toward protecting particularly charismatic species such as
turtles over other species. For example, interviewee 7 discussed coconut crabs, whose
populations are “dwindling because of the loss of their habitats and also partly because people
take them away illegally” (7-M). They noted that “coconut crabs, at the moment, have got no law
protection” and the government has not prioritized protective legislation “because this animal is
not enigmatic, not charismatic. And tourists don’t talk about them like elephants” (7-M). This is
also why protecting larger areas at systems scale, rather than focusing on one species, can be
important. Interviewee 7 stated, “The only hope for [coconut crabs], for their survival, is by
having marine protected areas, because some part of where they are is now a no take zone” (7M). Similarly, interviewee 9 stated, “Tourists always fall for the charismatic animals. For the
marine ecosystem it is not only about single species, and this is one of the issues when they talk
about funding- the funding of specific species… I don’t think that is reliable” (9-M).
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While often lauded as a key conservation solution, tourism can also be detrimental. The
growth of tourism has often coincided with greater coastal development, which has at times
resulted in the destruction of important habitats, such as turtle nesting beaches, in order to create
more tourism infrastructure (12-P). Interviewee 12 stated, “Poorly planned ecotourism
development- They sell it as ecotourism, but in fact they’re the ones destroying the natural assets
that they’re supposed to be marketing to their clients” (12-P). Similarly, interviewee 7 stated,
“We have overdone [tourism] in some parts of the MPAs… Many of our parks are actually
overcrowded. This is something that we have control over, but I don’t know who is going to
control it. There’s no break, no slowing down, although we have all the guidelines, legislation, a
private sector initiative to self-regulate” (7-M). Additionally, sometimes corporate agencies such
as resorts and tourism operators do not follow the standard operating procedures (8-M). For
example, some resorts “have hatcheries. And they should release all the hatchlings immediately
after hatching, but sometimes they will keep them for a few weeks to show them to the tourists”
(8-M).
Tourism has not always benefited communities reliably. Ensuring tourism ventures are
successful has been challenging, and unexpected issues such as COVID-19 have also harmed
these efforts. It was noted that “there are only a very few MPAs in Sulu-Sulawesi that actually
are not relying on business sector contributions to finance them. They are not in good shape” (7M), and this interviewee questioned why taxpayers could not pay for these conservation efforts
instead (7-M). This interviewee also mentioned the burden of the current pandemic, stating,
“COVID- no tourists, no money. So, there’s a big deficit there, not only in Malaysia, but the
Philippines and Indonesia” (7-M). Even before the pandemic, it has been difficult to adequately
promote tourism for some marine parks. Interviewee 9 expressed concerns that “Tun Mustapha
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Park doesn’t have the ‘wow’ factor to attract tourists at the moment” (9-M). They explained that
managers are exploring how to change this, “but they will need some efforts from the industry”
to support this and better understand how to market the area (9-M). If tourism cannot be
developed in MPAs where it has been promised to promote development in local communities
and compensate for changing regulations and livelihoods, tensions may arise, and mangers may
lose trust with affected stakeholders (9-M). Interviewee 9 noted, “I think [local communities]
have too much hope on tourism as well. And there are some things that I think, as a researcher,
we always try not to promise… sometimes it’s not nice to hear. But that is the reality” (9-M).
In practice, tourism has often benefited the private sector more than the environment or
local, often marginalized, communities. Interviewee 7 noted, “if you look at how much that
profit margin by the private sector is put back into conservation, it’s not fair. It’s not enough.
They take a big chunk of [profits], leaving nothing much for the community”. They also stated
that tourism “pricing is very important because, at the moment, the private sector doesn’t care
about the cost to the environment- they only care about the bottom line. Whatever is profitable to
them they will just do it, even if it ends with overcrowding” (7-M). Thus, this interviewee
emphasized the importance of considering the environment when creating tourism prices, saying,
“If I go diving in Bunaken [National Park], I leave all that carbon footprint so this needs to be
included in the pricing. You need systematic, empirical work to calculate them, and they cannot
be based on the private sector profit margin” (7-M). Interviewee 7 said,
“For the diving industry, community jobs are maybe cooking for them, carrying oxygen
tanks for them, things like that. It’s not what we actually planned. Our plan was to train
local community members as diver masters- to train them to run a small enterprise so that
they can actually make a living out of tourists coming to the island. But it didn’t work
that way” (7-M).
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Local communities have sometimes been displaced by the influx of tourism operators and
staff that are not from the area, such that “when a local government conducted a demographic
profile [in Malaysia], the population appeared the same, but they were no longer the locals” (9M).
Transboundary ecotourism efforts have been hindered in the past, partially due to
difficulty in coming to “an agreement on the kind of things to try to achieve within the countries”
(10-P). Moreover, a challenge in developing transboundary ecotourism lies in establishing
immigration procedures between the countries, especially when boundaries are contested in areas
like Sabah. While currently many Filipinos and Malaysians cross back and forth without any
official procedures, the development of ecotourism would necessitate the creation of more
official immigration channels. Interviewee 12 noted that in discussions with the Foreign Affairs
department, the department stated, “once we set up an immigration outpost in Sabah, that is
tantamount to giving our claims to Malaysia… we cannot do that” (12-P).

Sea Turtles in Sulu-Sulawesi
Sea Turtle Issues
One significant threat sea turtles face in Sulu-Sulawesi face is egg poaching (10-M, 11M). Interviewee 8 stated, “We are not sure who is the culprit doing all this, maybe it’s the locals
or maybe it’s the stateless [Bajau] people”, but “they will catch turtles [and other species like
giant clams] and then they will go to the border and sell them to the Chinese and Vietnamese
fishermen” (8-M). Notably, differences in regulations at the state level make it particularly
difficult to address this issue in Malaysia (11-M). Interviewee 11 shared that, “In [the state of]
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Sabah [possessing] any parts of turtles, even the turtle eggs, is illegal. You cannot consume it.
You cannot trade it. It’s illegal here. But in peninsular Malaysia it is [legal] still I think… WWF
is actually working on making the law uniform. But our problem now is with peninsular
Malaysia” (11-M). New challenges have also arisen as, “there’s a lot of online trade going on in
illegal trade of wildlife, so the Wildlife Department and enforcement agencies have more jobs to
do, more things to do. They have to go online now” (11-M). Additionally, it was noted that,
“As the populations of turtles has gone down, prices for their eggs and meat has
increased. And interest traditional medicine also involving the parts of rare marine
animals has also increased over the years… The threats have been increasing over the
years, and we’re somewhat struggling over the years to keep up with them” (10-M).
Turtles are also caught and harmed by fishing nets as bycatch (11-M). Interviewee 11
noted that, “there’s an NGO that’s working on introducing turtle excluder devices- TEDs, and
then the government is trying to get the fishing vessels to use it. Because using this device- the
turtle can escape from the bottom of the net so they won’t be bycatch” (11-M). However, some
fishers have resisted implementing these changes (6- M; 10-M; 11-M). Moreover, it was noted
that, “the [Malaysian] government is not really pushing it anymore because they’re not going to
issue any trawling licenses anymore”. Interviewee 11 stated, “So in the future, in a few years,
there’ll be no more trawling. So, there’s no need for this device anymore” (11-M).
Climate change was also mentioned as a factor impacting sea turtle populations.
Interviewee 10 noted that,
“Due to things that are out of our control probably, you know, global warming, numbers
[of turtles] have been fluctuating over the years, and over the past few years the
population has been showing a downward trend. Maybe that’s just a regular population
fluctuation, maybe it’s global warming. We don’t know yet” (10-M).
Global warming may affect turtles by altering the sex ratio of hatchlings, as most turtles are
subject to temperature-dependent sex determination. Warming global temperature averages are
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likely to lead to a higher proportion of female turtles being born than males, which could
contribute to declining population trends.

Sea Turtle Conservation
When monitoring and conserving migratory species like sea turtles it is important to
provide adequate protection throughout their range and life cycle. Historically, turtle
conservation has focused on protecting and regulating nesting beaches, while other important
areas for activities such as feeding and breeding have been neglected (6-M). Interviewee 6 stated
that,
“Not just in Malaysia, but across Southeast Asia, the focus up until today has been the
protection of nesting beaches. And yet turtles only spend like 0.1% of their life on a
nesting beach. The rest of the time they’re in the ocean. And it sort of makes you wonder,
wait a minute, how are we protecting them in the ocean if we’re only protecting their
nesting beach? And the reason for that is that it’s a very easy thing to do, right? It’s like
the low hanging fruit. We just protect this beach or this island. It’s too complicated to
worry about, you know, fisheries management and exclusion devices and that sort of
thing” (6-M).
They emphasized that this is not sufficient, however, stating,
“And yet, that’s where the requirement lies, right? If we’re losing 3-4 thousand turtles a
year to fisheries and protecting 3-4 thousand a year on the nesting beaches, ultimately
we’re not really solving a lot of things… So just think of the fact that a nesting beach is a
little bit of a bottleneck in terms of conservation, because if you don’t protect them there,
that’s it. But similarly, if you’re [a turtle] coming to this island to nest and in-between
clutches of eggs you’re sitting a mile away where you can be fished- then we’re still not
protecting them enough” (6-M).
Often MPAs and parks for species conservation have been designated before baseline
research has been conducted. Interviewee 6 noted that,
“In Malaysia, by coincidence, a couple of the turtles I tracked went from Turtle Islands
[Heritage Protected Area] to Tun Mustapha [Marine Park]. And you’re like, ‘oh, they got
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protected at both ends of the journey’. But that was purely by coincidence. Nobody knew
that. You know, that park was designated before that research took place” (6-M).
Supporting research that identifies key areas used by sea turtles, such as feeding grounds, may
greatly strengthen the ability to design effective conservation plans and prioritize new
conservation areas. Interviewee 6 noted,
“We know that our sea turtles are going to seagrass habitats and we still ‘til today have
very little idea where those are so we’re creating parks backwards in my opinion. We’re
designing a park first, and then we’re finding out that it doesn’t quite fit the big marine
life… And those are the challenges. These parks get set up because somebody drew some
lines on a map, rather than having the right baseline research” (6-M).
One example of a MPA that has largely been considered successful is the Turtle Islands
Heritage Protected Area (TIHPA), which is a transboundary initiative protecting islands located
within both Malaysia and the Philippines. This area “was designed to protect sea turtles on the
nesting beach” (6-M). A turtle hatcheries program was also started in the park in the late 1970s
in order to help with the recovery of green and hawksbill turtles (10-M). Interviewee 6 noted that
within TIHPA, “Sea turtles have just continued to grow, and the population’s expanding at about
2-3% per annum” (6-M). Similarly, interviewee 12 stated, “Now the [Philippines] Department of
Environment [and Natural Resources] is reporting a 700% increase in the population of nesting
turtles on the beach that we were managing 30 years ago” (12-P). They emphasized, “You know
that turtles reach sexual maturity at 25-30 years old, right? So where did those turtles come
from? These were the hatchlings we released way back in the ‘80s” (12-P).
Moreover, satellite tracking data has shown that the TIHPA’s zoning is pretty
appropriate, though this was largely luck given that managers “arbitrarily just picked half a
nautical mill off the points of the island as being the boundary to the park” (6-M). Interviewee 6
noted, “Satellite tracking data says turtles were using an area that’s slightly bigger than that, but
of course that data came, you know, 30 years after that park was created” (6-M).
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While the TIHPA has exhibited success over many decades, it was expressed that these
efforts are not being sustained and much of this progress may be lost. Interviewee 12 stated,
“Now there’s no more project. People are harvesting all the eggs and transporting them across
the border to Malaysia, and it really pains me… And now you’re just wasting that effort, and
you’re wasting all this success that we achieved in the past” (12-P). Sufficient monitoring
capacity is also a challenge in other areas, such as the Pulau Tiga MPA (8-M). Interviewee 8
stated, “it’s a marine park, but because of lack of enforcement people still use the island. They
catch the turtles, and they slaughter the turtles there because it’s far away. There are a lot of
islands in that area and Sabah Parks couldn’t manage it… We don’t have enough manpower to
control that area” (8-M). Moreover, many nesting areas and portions of sea turtle habitat “are not
under Sabah Parks, but Sabah Wildlife Department” which has very little in terms of financial
resources (8-M).

Feasibility of Increased Transboundary Conservation in Sulu-Sulawesi
International Boundary Tensions
One particular issue that has impacted the potential for transboundary collaboration and
conservation involves tensions over boundary designations in Sulu-Sulawesi between the three
countries. For example, interviewee 6 noted that “there’s occasionally little flare ups where
people in the Philippines think that Sabah still belongs to them, Malaysian governments don’t
recognize it, and it kind of flares up every once in a while, and dies down” (6-M). These tensions
can cause issues when, for example, they become a “constant irritant in negotiating for good
projects, like transboundary turtle conservation” (12-P). Interviewee 12 noted that when they
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were “negotiating for the Memorandum of Agreement between Philippines and Malaysia for the
Turtle Islands Heritage Protected Area, that was always an irritant during the meetings… and
any mention in the document that Philippines has jurisdiction over this island- that gets thrown
out of the window” (12-P). In order to overcome this the terms had to be addressed creatively,
and the area was “designated” by coordinates rather than by being under the jurisdiction of either
country in order to satisfy both parties (12-P). Relating to competing claims over exclusive
economic zones, it was stated that while “we show outwardly that work has been done, legally
there hasn’t been a lot that has been achieved over the years” (10-M).
Moreover, there are no international waters in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, only national
waters that are contested over. In the area where all three countries come together, down by the
South of Sabah, there is a lot of overlap of use, which has caused issues. Here, “Malaysia is
constantly denouncing Indonesian and Philippine fishing boats coming into Malaysian waters.
And yet Malaysian boats are going into their waters as well… everybody goes everywhere. It’s
the ocean” (6-M). Interviewee 1 stated that the topic of shared stocks in these areas “is very
sensitive, and people need to be careful talking about sharing stock… We can maybe make
collaborations about the limitation of fishing gear, for example, and how to solve the problem
about IUU fishing in this area. But about sharing stock- people still try to find the best agreement
about that” (1-I). These problems were also noted to be difficult to monitor and manage due to a
lack of capacity to engage in vessel identification processes, as well as a lack of legal provisions
for identification requirements (6-M).
Focusing on the legality of vessels occupying and fishing in certain waters was also seen
to be ill-aligned with the practical needs and approaches of resource users and the fact that fish
stocks move between the countries’ waters. For example, interviewee 6 stated that “enforcement
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is always going to be a big challenge in terms of better transboundary management, because it
thinks of things from a law and sovereign point of view, rather than a social issue of people
needing to fish, and needing to eat, and following fish stocks across the ocean so they can catch
dinner” (6-M). Overall, interviewee 6 noted that they think “transnational fisheries management
is going to be next to impossible… the different management regimes and the different
approaches to who has responsibility for what vary so differently that it would be next to
impossible to align” (6-M).

Piracy
Piracy has been a significant issue in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape since the 1990s, when
insurgency began to rise (10-M), and it has often limited marine governance and management
capabilities. Figure 13 shows a map of piracy and terrorism incidents that have occurred within
the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape region (Yaoren et al., 2021). Interviewee 10 noted, “What
contributes to this problem is the instabilities in other areas, particularly in the areas of the
Philippines. There’s political strife going on in these areas. So as a result of that piracy is
becoming a thing for them to, I guess, economically sustain themselves” (10-M). The east coast
of Sabah has been especially affected by these increases in piracy, with several high-profile cases
occurring in this area (9-M; 10-M). These incidents have involved pirates coming from either
Indonesian or Filipino borders, and then attacking vessels and/or taking hostages for ransom (10M). Moreover, in the last year and a half or so, activities have been detected in the north and
waters near Tun Mustapha Park (9-M). These pirates may be expanding their activities or
moving north because “the security enforcements have been successful in the southern or the
eastern parts” (9-M).
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These security threats can greatly hinder governance and management efforts. For
example, interviewee 8 stated, “Every time, even like myself and my team- Whenever we go out
for our field trip to go to certain areas, we need the marine police with us to guard us… It’s
dangerous, you know. It belongs to us, it’s not even on the border, but we have all these
incidents. Like the pirates will come in and do whatever they want” (8-M). Similarly, another
interviewee shared that piracy concerns have meant that if managers want to travel to certain
areas, they are forced to take inefficient paths that circumvent more dangerous areas, which is
more resource intensive (3-M).

Figure 13. A map of piracy and terrorism incidents in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, from Yaoren
et al., 2021
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International NGO Politics
Another aspect that may make transboundary conservation difficult involves the politics
and competition that arises when countries attempt to work with big international
nongovernmental organizations (BINGOs) such as the Nature Conservancy, WWF, Conservation
International, etc. (12-P). These collaborations are important as “international NGOs actually
have a great impact, because they can link and bridge the gaps that communities and government
have, especially when there are already tensions among leaders” (9-M). However, interviewee 12
noted that vying for NGO support has caused unhealthy competition at times, stating, “There’s a
lot of turfing going on, and it’s essentially a competition for donor funding… It’s normal, you
know, that there will always be competition, but I realized that a lot of players are playing dirty
also because they’re going for the same donors” (12-P). For example, one country’s
representatives may “drop in a bad word about one program so that they can get the funding
from that donor. It’s dirty NGO geopolitics… that really impacts negatively on good
conservation work” (12-P). They noted, “I’ve lost some friends because of that… when it comes
to international meetings, conferences, events, we’re all buddy-buddy. But under the table
they’re doing dirty games just to get that funding” (12-P).
It can also be difficult to meet the expectations and desires outlined by these BINGOs
and other large international funders while also making the most practical efforts at the local
level. Interviewee 4 stated that many internationally funded projects “have their own objectives”
and that these “really need someone, like the MPA managers, to ensure there’s alignment
between the original goal, our goal, and contract goals and outcomes” (4-M). It is important to
recognize that “local [conservationists] know the culture context, they know the history”, and
this is imperative to value in order to have successful conservation and management projects.
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Interviewee 12 noted that they have “been involved in several foreign funded projects”
and “these projects are quite poorly designed… and not really based on what’s happening on the
ground” (12-P). For example, many proposals have been written by individuals that have never
visited the site they are creating the plan for, and a significant amount of foreign funding was
perceived to be going toward high caliber consultants and unnecessary international meetings
and workshops that do not make adequate moves to help in the areas that need it most (12-P).
Interviewee 12 stated “I got so frustrated… we need actions on the ground. We know what the
problems are. It’s the same problems as 30 years ago. And here we’re still analyzing what the
problem is. I call this paralysis by analysis. It’s a waste of time. It’s a waste of money… I see a
lot of money flowing, but it’s not going where it’s supposed to go” (12-P).
Another interviewee from Malaysia noted,
“The sustainability of capacity building needs to be maintained and sustainably in place
and align with the effective management of the system…. Because while a project may
give training and spend a lot of money on capacity building, on building staff for the
trainings, and for the infrastructure, unfortunately [these efforts] are not reflected in
management effectiveness” (4-M).
Moreover, as interviewee 9 stated, “Sustainability really lies at the local level or the state
government level. How much effort has been done to make sure that there’s a sense of ownership
[at these levels]? That there’s a continuation?” (9-M).

Transboundary Commitments
The challenges to transboundary management and conservation are significant, and the
perceived feasibility and likelihood of increased transboundary conservation in the SuluSulawesi Seascape was mixed. Interviewee 2 stated that stronger transboundary conservation

212

was “more likely, especially from the Indonesian side” and that their “current government is
quite open and will come for international collaboration. And they have already stated that they
will allocate funds specifically for this transboundary management effort” (2-I). However, they
did note that they hope for “more commitments from the three governments to allocate programs
or fundings or efforts for the collaboration between the three countries because certainly the area
contains a lot of resources that should be managed together” (2-I).
These commitments often aim to foster shared goals and senses of responsibility.
Interviewee 19 stated, “there are ups and downs in terms of pushing forward projects and
policies. But what I see is that we work well without counterparts at our levels from Indonesia
and Malaysia. To me, I’m always happy attending meetings in the region, in the sub-region,
because I feel that we’re a big family here… Because of that we can address challenges and
celebrate successes” (19-P). Moreover, they shared, “For the prospects of moving forward, I
think based on that we can. I think it [transboundary work] will continue because we do have a
common goal and we work well together” (19-P). Similarly, interviewee 7 stated, “We quarrel,
you know, but in the end we work very well together as a team… At the personal level we are
friends. So, we meet on regular basis- on different projects, but it’s the same group of people.
And we are very transparent in terms of information, scientific and otherwise” (7-M).
Interviewee 19 discussed one of these types of commitments that the Philippines has
recently signed, “The Joint Memorandum Circular for the Marine Protected Areas Network”,
which is “the first in, perhaps not only the region, but in the world in terms of marine protected
area establishment” and network promotion across boundaries (19-P). It was noted that this
would be beneficial as, “the well-established MPAs can also share not only their learnings, but
also help bring the other MPAs up to a more effective level of management” (18-P). However,
213

some other international commitments have fallen through. For example, interviewed stated, “In
the Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion [SSME] we have a trinational SSME Conservation Plan
signed by the three countries that was up for renewal, and unfortunately that was derailed- let’s
just say derailed by individual politics” (13-P). They stated, “There is a need for champions to
pick up again the pieces that were left by the Memorandum of Understanding that was not
renewed under the ASEAN umbrella” (13-P)
However, these commitments have not always led to goal actualization, due to a variety
of factors. For example, when a trinational SSME Conservation Plan was signed in the past,
“there was an intent to have a trinational body that would actually and supervise and guide
[implementation], but that was not realized” (13-P). Interviewee 13 stated,
“There is a need for what I call handholding of the actors- of the managers that will be
left if you introduce a trinational large marine ecosystem management… You need to
handhold the three countries to actually implement the management plan, even for just
one cycle, and then you can let go of them and let them do the management” (13-P).
Additionally, this process was argued to require an adaptive management approach, with
interviewee 13 stating, “You really need to have the implementation of a certain intervention, to
monitor, to gather, to revise, and so on” (13-P).
Changes in leadership can also greatly alter potential transboundary collaboration and
levels of commitment between each country. For example, interviewee 7 noted stated,
“When we started to document the Transboundary Diagnostic Plan and also the Regional
and National Action Plans in 2010, Indonesia had a very, very strong personality Minister
named Susi [Pudjiastuti]. Madam Susi was actually very aggressive… What she did was
actually confiscate illegal fishing vessels, both illegal foreign nationals’ and also
Indonesian peoples’, and they would just burn the vessels and confiscate whatever they
have there, first. Then they would put the culprit in jail for a long, long time. And we,
Philippines and Indonesia, did not really agree to this way of dealing with this problem. It
was very harsh. We believe in the rule of law” (7-M).
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However, Indonesia now has a different Minister of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, who “does
not really have a very strong personality to help us to push a conservation agenda” (7-M).
An interviewee from the Philippines noted, “There’s always a turnover of people in
government, there’s a turnover of people in the agencies” (13-P). This can weaken the ability to
make important changes as agreements like the SSME Memorandum of Understanding “can just
be junked or derailed because of personal conflicts and by people who were not there from the
very beginning” (13-P). Interviewee 13 shared, “We the people who were there at the very start
have not just an emotional attachment to it, but also a pride that we made this happen. And we
really think this is the way to go for a regional management” (13-P). Similarly, it was noted that
“Malaysian politics are actually very volatile” as well, both federally and at the state level (7-M).
Interviewee 7 stated, “So we have one government today- tomorrow, maybe different people…
And that actually affects conservation work on a certain level” (7-M). However, local level
authorities are more consistent, which may help some work continue even with changing
ministries (7-M).
It is also important that these goals span not only across Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines, but also from national to local levels within each country. Interviewee 17 noted, “I
think transboundary [management] is not so much of a priority of the local government as most
transboundary matters are discussed more at the national [level] and with international
organization” (17-P). They argue that there is a need to “disseminate or inform [local
communities] about the regional program” and to “document and consolidate and report back to
the local communities what [higher officials] think their contribution to transboundary
conservation in Sulu-Sulawesi is” (17-P).
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Ultimately, interviewee 12 noted that transboundary conservation “should be expanded. It
should be strengthened. It should be sustained”, they also noted that “people who will involve
themselves in these types of initiatives should recognize and embrace the fact that these types of
initiatives are intergenerational in nature… if you start looking and planning in that way, then
maybe there will be sustainability” (12-P). Similarly, interviewee 13 stated, “You cannot expect
restoration, rehabilitation of an ecosystem in a small period of time, 5-10 years” (13-P).
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Semi-Structured Interviews Discussion
This study was designed to address gaps in knowledge surrounding TBMPAs, which are
relatively small in number, have limited literature research on their governance and management,
and are increasingly advocated for in conservation around the world. The research sought to
better understand the strengths, challenges, and potential of transboundary marine management
and conservation in practice. The subsequent sections discuss key themes that emerged from a
series of semi-structured interviews between marine management and conservation leaders
working in Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines. These interviews explored current
perspectives on marine management and conservation success, governance integration across
scales, local community participation, and transboundary coordination, among other topics. The
findings highlight potential areas for improvement and may help better inform future efforts
made to increase transboundary collaboration in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape and beyond.

Variations in Governance for Marine Management
The potential for transboundary cooperation is influenced by similarities and differences
between governance, political approaches, and financing of the countries involved (Guerreiro da
Silva et al., 2012). Within this research on the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, findings have
demonstrated that distinct differences in governance structure between Indonesia, Malaysia, and
the Philippines have significantly affected each country’s approach to marine governance and
management, including how participatory processes and enforcement efforts have developed.
These differences were noted by interview participants to have impacted fisheries and MPA
management, particularly when different modalities between the countries have not meshed well.
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One distinct difference in governance structures was whether each of the countries had a
more top-down or bottom-up approach to conservation, governance, and marine management.
Top-down governance structures focus power with the central government and tend to prioritize
conservation goals when governing protected areas (Wolmer, 2003). In contrast, bottom-up
approaches give more power to local communities and may prioritize the socio-economic needs
of these people (Wolmer, 2003). Within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, Malaysia has a more topdown approach to marine governance, whereas Indonesia and the Philippines have a more mixed
approach.
Both top-down and bottom-up approaches can have their benefits and challenges. For
example, top-down administrations may be provided with more resources from the central
government, which may allow them to manage larger areas and increase monitoring and
enforcement capacities (Gaymer et al., 2014). This discrepancy was noted by participants within
Malaysia. In this country, fisheries governance and management falls under federal law while
parks fall under state laws, and it was noted that the former has been able to receive more
resources from the central government than MPAs have from their state governments (though
fisheries management capacities were still reportedly lacking).
Malaysia’s top-down approach was not seen by participants to be implemented very well
on the ground, often due to a lack of real provisions for enforcement at local sites. This is likely
related to how governance that is very top-down can be hindered by distrust, disregard, and
protest from local communities (Gaymer et al., 2014). In Malaysia, the lack of a developed
collaborative management approach was seen to have contributed to a significant number of
resource users and local officials ignoring legislation enacted by higher authorities or protesting
the creation of parks, whether they involve strict no take zones or not. Disregarding legislation
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may have also been related to the friendly relations between individuals at this scale, and a
hesitancy to disrupt these relations for externally crafted regulations.
Additionally, a top-down approach can foster greater consistency in policies and
management (Gaymer et al., 2014). Notably, it may be important increase the integration of park
regulations in Malaysia to be more consistent between regions, similar to how fisheries policies
converged in the 1990s, in order to better address conservation issues that span beyond each
area. For example, some interviewees noted that differences in turtle poaching being illegal in
Sabah but legal in peninsular Malaysia have made it difficult to conserve the species throughout
its range. This may be a challenge to accomplish, due to the complex history and separation of
governance between peninsular Malaysia and the states of Sabah and Sarawak. However, the
creation of coordinating bodies may be useful to bridging and fostering consistencies between
these different institutions (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012).
In contrast, Indonesia and the Philippines have a more balanced approach to marine
governance than Malaysia, though Indonesia focuses more power with central authorities than
the Philippines. Collaboratively managed MPAs in a mixed regime share power between
national governments and the local communities that most rely on the environment being
managed for their livelihoods (Dunning, 2018). Indonesian MPAs are administered at the
national level but managed at lower regional and district levels (Dirhamsyah, 2016). Similarly,
while the Philippines has national administrations, local government units in the Philippines also
provide mayors with substantial amount of power. However, interviewees noted that this has
caused notably inconsistent MPA and conservation enforcement by location, as mayoral
corruption can greatly hinder marine governance and management efforts in some municipalities.
Alternatively, mayors dedicated to conservation efforts may have substantial power to try to
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implement change. Mixed approaches and collaborative management approaches typically aim
to make policies more consistent across scales while still allowing local stakeholders the power
to call for their specific needs (Solomon et al., 2011). However, participants in the Philippines
noted that needs are inadequately addressed, conflicting mandates between scales can create
confusion and be a barrier to effective governance.
Often effective governance requires a balance between top-down and bottom-up
approaches in order to balance environmental and socio-economic needs and address
conservation issues across scales as best as possible (Jones, 2012). Valuing the input from local
communities may be able to foster greater compliance by providing local stakeholders more
opportunities for involvement in planning and management practices. Yet, there remain issues in
developing equitable governance strategies and convincing local communities that these
regulations are in their best interests often due to a loss of trust; thus, community involvement is
imperative to achieving inclusive and equitable conservation (Martin et al., 2016). Moreover, for
holistic approaches to conservation and collaboration, local stakeholders need to be included
from the very beginning of the process (Bartuszevige et al., 2016).
Since TBMPAs are often fundamentally based on top-down approaches by leaders from
national and international scales, it is especially important to foster governance integration with
local scales and involve communities in decision-making processes. Integrating governance
processes across scales is important to effective management and progressing toward larger
conservation goals, as coordinating diverse institutions can better address contextual
complexities (Fidelman et al., 2012). The establishment of official coordinating bodies, which
help bridge and foster compromise between different institutions, are often fundamental to
successful transboundary cooperation (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). For example, the Baltic
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SCOPE Project, a study of the main challenges and enabling factors for transboundary marine
spatial planning within the Baltic Sea, found that coordinating bodies that encouraged regular
face-to-face interactions between planners and stakeholder facilitated learning, understanding,
network building, and better communication (Kull et al., 2019). Since Indonesia, Malaysia, and
the Philippines each have their own programs of work under the Coral Triangle Initiative’s
Regional Programme of Action, it is important to utilize coordinating bodies to ensure progress
is made throughout the region and partners are collectively moving toward their shared goals.

Balancing Conservation and Socio-Economic Wellbeing
Successful transboundary governance must balance both social and ecological needs in
order to be as effective and equitable as possible (Curtis & Tabor, 2016; Christie, 2004).
Historically, conservation goals have often focused more on protecting an area’s ecology than
aiding social welfare (Sayer, 2009), but it is important to have a more comprehensive approach
to management. For the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, interviewees noted there is a particular need to
consider the socio-economic impacts that implementing very strict fisheries and MPA
regulations can have on fishing folk in particular.
According to many interviewee comments, local communities within the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape are likely to be affected much more by fisheries and resource use limitations, compared
to larger commercial and foreign users. For example, fishers with larger boats are often able to
go farther offshore or travel greater distances when restrictions near shore are enacted, while
local fishers may not have these capabilities. Thus, no-take reserves may result in a lack of
support from local fisheries participants due to resulting significant economic impacts on their
foregone yields (Ovando et al., 2016). Some restrictions were noted to have led to a loss of
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livelihoods, contributing to significant emigration rates from areas such as smaller, traditional
fishing villages. Recognition of how these marginalized groups may be affected by initiatives is
an integral component of conservation and stewardship work, and managers and conservationists
working in this area should be empathetic to the complexities of communities (Cockburn et al.,
2020). One area this may be especially relevant involves the stateless Sama-Bajau people.
Multiple interviewees expressed the need to better regulate these nomadic communities, but it
appeared that levels of empathy and blame placed on these people varied. A complex history and
strained relationship with this community highlights the need for management to address issues
of power and trust in stakeholder engagement (Thomas & Mendozona Allegretti, 2020).
Similarly, while tourism can lead to economic growth among communities (McCallum,
2015), and is often lauded as a promising alternative or supplementary livelihood to local
stakeholders that may be affected by increased resource use restrictions, in practice tourism
developments have not always been reliable or equitable in how they distribute benefits (Nash,
2001). This aligns with comments from interviewees in Sulu-Sulawesi, who shared that local
people may be provided minimal opportunities in these initiatives, while external tourism
operators and business owners gain disproportionate benefits. Moreover, sometimes these
ecotourism endeavors can be destructive to the areas they claim to protect (Nash, 2001).
However, if more equitable tourism projects are designed that involve local people in
collaborative management, this industry may still have the potential to conserve an area while
fostering greater local empowerment, culture, and development (Anup et al., 2020). For example,
community-based ecotourism in the South Sulawesi Province has supported the sustainable use
of marine resources and allowed low-resource coastal communities to be included in the “blue
economy”, with complementary livelihood pathways playing a key role in success (Phelan &
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Mair, 2020). Additionally, whether through tourism or other means, diversification of economic
activities can serve as an important strategy to deal with fisheries unpredictability (Lopes et al.,
2013).
As mentioned, transboundary environmental conservation can be affected by complex
social and economic factors, which may present both challenges and incentives. For example,
transboundary conservation in the Virunga Massif in Africa has been hindered by political and
armed conflict and refugee movements, which can lead to issues such as habitat destruction and
pollution of the environment near the sites of these activities (Martin et al., 2011). Additionally,
competition for threatened resources can cause disputes and conflict, especially when amplified
by social issues such as poverty and inequality (Martin et al., 2011), However, institutionalized
transboundary cooperation can increase a sense of unity in a region, which may promote regional
integration, democratization, peacebuilding, and economic development (Martin et al, 2011). It is
also important to note that the socio-economic and environmental conservation needs of an area
and its stakeholders are dynamic and must be adaptable to change over time for successful
transboundary governance (Gurung et al., 2019).
Overall, collaborative governance is important for mitigating stakeholder conflict (Fisher
et al., 2020). In Malaysia, one interviewee noted that, historically, there has been very little
participatory consultation with fishers. According to some other participants, this may be
changing, and specific efforts are being made to increase community participation. For example,
it was noted that increased collaboration in some industries have had success, as fishers and
managers agreed on policies like seasonal closures and ecosystem-based approaches that
demonstrated tangible fisheries growth and benefits to resource users.
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The promotion of fisheries networks and associations, as well as collaborative planning
processes that involve these stakeholders, may be imperative to creating marine management
efforts that can address the needs of local, often marginalized, communities. Moreover, locally
driven collaboration is needed to implement an effective socio-ecological governance system
(Guerrero et al., 2015). In these processes, making resources and information accessible for
stakeholders both within and outside of collaborative conservation is crucial (Thomas &
Allegretti, 2020). This was noted by one interviewee to be an important challenge to overcome in
Sulu-Sulawesi, as comprehensive management requires translating and sharing information with
a variety of diverse local fishers and stakeholders. Ultimately, effective transboundary
governance requires considering the social-ecological needs of stakeholders across scales, and
valuing representation, public participation, legitimacy, accountability, and conflict management
(Vasilijević, 2015). Yet, studies have shown that equity tends to trade off nonlinearly with the
potential to meet conservation goals, and there are a range of trade-off patterns that may affect
different areas and contexts (Mastrangelo & Laterra, 2015; Halpern et al., 2013).

Potential for Marine Transboundary Conservation
Transboundary conservation centers around two or more nations working collaboratively
to protect a shared resource or landscape (Vasilijević et al., 2015). Within the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape there have been several challenges to developing more complex collaboration between
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines. The broader relations between Indonesia, Malaysia,
and the Philippines are complex and have been shaped by a history of intricate social, cultural,
and political interactions. While there have been significant tensions over boundary claims over
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the years (Central Intelligence Agency, 2020), a strong sense of kinship can often be found due
to the many shared aspects of culture that the countries share (Clark & Pietsch, 2014)
Overall, participants noted that these countries have civil relationships with each other
and are all interested in increasing collaboration in a range of initiatives (including conservation)
(Ganesan & Amar, 2010), especially as ASEAN member states, and signatories on international
conventions like the Conservation on Biological Diversity and Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species (DeVantier, 2005). While some interviewees thought that there was
already adequate marine management coordination and collaboration between Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Philippines, others thought these efforts needed significant improvement.
Moreover, among these participants, there were varying levels of optimism that sufficient
collaboration could even be achieved.
Some participants expressed concerns about differences in motivations, consistency, and
working relationships between conservation managers working on the ground, who often have
personal histories and connections to the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, and higher-level leaders that
may be motivated by other political factors and are often less personally attached to these
initiatives. A high turnover of officials on long-term projects can hinder conservation,
governance, and management. Moreover, as some participants noted, many of the conservation
goals in Sulu-Sulawesi require a long-term inter-generational approach. Additionally, often large
multilateral and bilateral conservation aid agencies have focused on promoting large-scale and
short-term projects that focus on technical issues over social, economic, and governance
complexities that may hinder conservation in core ways (Nelson, 2009). Instead, international
support may be better utilized through flexible, small-scale investments aligned to local interests,
and that prioritize innovation, learning, and experimentation (Nelson, 2009).
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It may also be important to promote more long-term leadership positions, particularly in
big, international NGOs, wherein bringing in foreign project leaders for short periods of time
may inhibit progress due to a lack of history with the area or time to deeply understand
management issues. Historically, international conservation has been closely linked to the history
of European colonialism, which has often promoted paternalistic governance and management
that prioritizes a sense of “saviorism” and “western” knowledge and values above local and
traditional knowledge and needs (Tan, 2021; Curnow & Herlferty, 2018). Promoting the
prioritization of local experts in higher level positions may help overcome foreign dependency
and reduce this issue of “saviorism”.
Additionally, while it is evident that national politics may disrupt transboundary efforts,
such as the resigning of the Memorandum of Understanding, interviewees noted that many
managers working in Sulu-Sulawesi on-the-ground have been consistently working in the region
over many years, which may help maintain some long-term progress. Additionally, some
community stakeholders, such as researchers, have fostered communication and information
regimes that circumvent official channels, strengthening collaboration. This highlights the
potential magnitude individuals and informal networks can have on maintaining progress
towards larger goals, even when more official governance efforts are hindered.
MPA effectiveness largely depends on having a strong governance framework, created by
transparent and enabling institutions that are able to consider and address an areas specific
context (Jones, 2014), and these requirements are made more challenging when trying to create a
TBMPA. In order to address the range of specific contexts in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, while
also coordinating efforts in complementary ways, it is important to value the input of
conservationists and managers that work on the ground, and to improve communication channels
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between the local to international scale. Conservation across scales often requires stakeholders
compromise and attempt to minimize tensions that could threaten governance and management
efforts (Agardy, 2005). Focusing on the significant shared goals around conserving the seascape
for future generations, and a growth in networks and multi-sectoral forums may help mitigate
stakeholder conflicts, may help contribute to greater transboundary potential.
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CHAPTER VI: SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSION
Summary of Findings
This study highlights some of the continuous and persistent challenges facing
transboundary conservation, particularly in marine environments. The research provides an indepth analysis of (1) how fisheries, protected area, and environmental policies between
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines, may provide barriers or opportunities for
transboundary coordination, and (2) how conservation, government, and research perspectives on
marine issues and the potential for transboundary collaboration vary across the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape. Jointly, this exploration showed that policies can impact the capacity for marine
governance, management, and conservation to develop participatory processes that consider the
needs of diverse stakeholders. Conversely, study participants revealed that levels of governance
integration, limited on-the-ground capacities, and stakeholder tensions and distrust of authorities
can interfere with the effectiveness of actual policy implementation.
The following sections describe key findings and recommendations regarding increasing
governance integration, improving participation and collaborative management, developing
flexible policies that address diverse stakeholder needs, acknowledging the need for long-term
transboundary approaches, recognizing marine specific management and conservation
challenges, and building resilience to disturbances like the COVID-19 pandemic. While these
issues and challenges are diverse, many aspects of each are interconnected. Thus, it is important
to consider how each issue affects the others, and management may benefit from addressing
some issues simultaneously. Among these issues, management may particularly benefit from
prioritizing increasing participation and governance integration. Inclusive participation is
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foundational to designing an equitable process that is able to recognize, address, and overcome a
broad range of issues (such as the balance between environmental and social goals) throughout
the entirety of management efforts. Moreover, creating more consistency in governance and
management (while being adaptable to different stakeholders’ needs) is integral to ensuring
efforts at one scale are complementary to another, and resources are not wasted due to
inefficiently distributed capacity resources and resistance between actors at different scales.
Strengthening participation and governance integration may also contribute to overcoming other
issues. For example, more opportunities for participatory feedback and discussion can help
identify how policies should be made more adaptable to varying stakeholder needs, and more
effective governance integration may make communities and conservation and management
initiatives more resilient to disturbances.
Additionally, it is important to recognize the complex historical, cultural, and political
dynamics within the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape, and the larger ASEAN region. This region exhibits
significant cultural diversity, and the population is composed of many different ethnic groups,
religions, and beliefs (Cook & Taylor, 2013). This diversity was developed through the region’s
complex history of migration and its long-held identity as a trading hub for large Asian markets
(Andaya, 2021). A complexity of resulting factors may impact marine governance, management,
and conservation by influencing people’s values, perspectives, and behaviors concerning their
livelihoods, the environment, and collaboration with other stakeholders. For example, many
Southeast Asian cultures have a strong connection to spiritual traditions, and many of these
religions encourage caring about the environment (ASEAN Centre for Biodiversity, 2017),
which may aid conservation efforts. Additionally, nationalist sentiments and the struggle for
independence from colonialism, in addition to a high level of cultural exchange, have helped
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promote some early senses of shared-identity building experiences that could help foster
transboundary collaboration (Roberts, 2011). However, conflicts between ethnic groups in the
region, which were exacerbated by colonialism (Roberts, 2011), may alternatively hinder
positive relations and collaboration between stakeholders. Many other aspects of the historical
and cultural context of the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape are likely to influence the findings
highlighted in this research, and it is important for marine governance and management to
continue to better understand these influences and adjust and adapt plans and initiatives
accordingly.

Governance Integration
Creating cohesive governance regimes and policies across scales is imperative to
designing a system that reinforces itself and can adapt to the unique needs of different areas and
communities (Agardy, 2005). Issues can arise, for example, when national policies or authorities
contradict those at the state or municipal level (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013), as was the case
for some fisheries mandates in the Philippines. Management and conservation efforts can also be
hindered by a lack of communication and/or poor relationships between actors at various scales.
As some interviewees noted, some local governments and users in Sulu-Sulawesi are not aware
of the discussions and regulations being implemented at national and international scales.
Additionally, when authorities lack personal connection and experience with the communities
they are mandating over, policies and management strategies may not adequately address the
local communities’ needs. Thus, implementing plans and enforcing regulations may be hampered
by protest and disregard, especially if there are poor opportunities for local involvement.
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The creation of participatory processes and coordinating bodies that mediate scalar
interactions is often fundamental to facilitating cooperation, particularly for transboundary
efforts such as those in Sulu-Sulawesi, as such can foster shared goals, understanding, and social
norms (Guerreiro da Silva et al., 2012). Transboundary conservation adds an additionally layer
of challenges and potential tensions to collaboration, as successful initiatives require that shared
goals and efforts must be made more cohesive not only between vertical governance scales
within each country involved, but also across countries with potentially very different
governance structures as well. Coordinating bodies should ultimately help balance the needs of
many different stakeholders, while also facilitating the development of policies and programs
that both increase the consistency of standards, goals, and enforcement in the region, and can
adapt to specific local needs. Coordinating bodies may accomplish these goals by helping
moderate discussions and potentially easing tensions between stakeholders, particularly
involving groups and individuals with a history of conflict. It’s would also be imperative for
coordinating bodies to help bridge communication and information sharing across governance
scales. This may be particularly important for relaying local issues and perspectives to higherlevel national and regional leaders that do not have personal experience with the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape.

Participation and Collaborative Management
This study’s findings also emphasized that participation and collaborative management
across scales is a key factor to successful marine governance, management, and conservation
efforts (Wolmer, 2003). Involving marginalized groups, such as the Sama-Bajau people and
indigenous communities, in participatory processes and collaborative management is important
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to creating equitable projects and plans that meet their needs, while still conserving the
environment. Policies revealed that the range of participation opportunities vary significantly
between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines, often due to differences in the prioritization of
central government or local community goals and levels of power.
One potential area for increased consistency in participatory opportunities for all three
countries lies in the provision for some level of public feedback regarding protected area policy
implementation. Though the types and avenues for this public feedback currently vary, the
shared foundation may provide a window of opportunity for creating more consistent public
feedback processes across Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines. Having consistent feedback
processes across each country’s policies may help foster shared goals and values and may
similarly promote greater communication across scales within each country, which is important
to effectively increasing governance integration and conservation success (especially if extended
across other types of policies, such as fisheries).
Interviewees revealed that even when some countries have governments that call for
consultation and participation, these efforts may not be successfully achieved on-the-ground.
Thus, it is recommended that management and conservation programs are designed with avenues
for ensuring accountability among leaders to foster diverse community involvement. This may
be achieved through the utilization of more monitoring processes and third-party agents that
periodically receive feedback from a diversity of stakeholders, particularly at the local scale, and
assess how well participatory processes are actually being implemented. These processes may be
strengthened by providing incentives to leaders that are deemed to be doing well at consulting
and including stakeholders, and penalizing leaders that are doing poorly.
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Effective participatory processes with meaningful engagement, clear communication, and
goals aligned with local community benefits, are imperative to addressing community resistance
(Turner et al., 2014). In the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape this may be achieved by increasing
opportunities for various stakeholders to be involved in planning and providing feedback through
meetings and discussion forums. Moreover, increasing the amount and accessibility of
information and educational programs could help increase awareness of changing policies and
management plans. These efforts could benefit from strengthening information networks,
providing broader information dissemination (that is translated into a variety of languages and
shared through a variety of mediums), and employing community liaisons that could determine
how best to educate and work with different communities.
It may also be useful for Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines to learn from each
other’s participatory programs, such as the relatively new honorary ranger program in Malaysia,
in order to gain information about similar opportunities within their own countries. This may be
facilitated by increasing regularly scheduled communication and information sharing between
leaders and stakeholders at various scales, both within and between the countries. Additionally,
the creation of shared educational products and learning opportunities, such as best practice
guidelines and participatory experience-sharing workshops, could increase stakeholder
understanding of issues and support shared goals and approaches. Fostering the development of
good relationships and broader social networks through the promotion of groups such as
community cooperatives may also help strengthen interest in collaboration.
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Flexible Policies Addressing Diverse Stakeholder Needs
Large-scale conservation efforts that aim to create broad and holistic solutions, may
encounter challenges when interventions do not align with the unique local and regional context
(Agardy, 2005). Different communities within Sulu-Sulawesi, for example, have unique needs,
and often marginalized communities are disproportionately impacted by exclusive conservation
approaches. Restrictive policies and no-take reserves adhere to a fortress model of conservation,
which aims to wholly exclude resource users for the sake of conserving the environment (Hutton
et al., 2005). However, this approach to conservation has often caused issues, disadvantaging
marginalized communities, and fostering distrust and incompliance between authorities and local
resource users that depend on these environments for their livelihoods (Domínguez & Luoma,
2020). The limitations of this approach have been increasingly recognized, and governments and
managers are beginning to value the importance of balancing local social and economic needs.
As interviewees noted, management plans have started to shift towards the creation of more
multi-use parks, seasonal closures, and marine spatial planning schemes that create opportunities
for communities to sustainably utilize their environment. These efforts have been made possible
and complemented by an increase in supportive legislation that allows for stakeholders with
varying needs (such as large scale versus small scale fishers) to have different regulatory
restrictions and opportunities. Policies can also help to buffer regulation impacts on local
communities by providing more resources, such as training and education, to foster community
development and resilience in response to potential livelihood changes.
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Long-Term Transboundary Approaches
Transboundary initiatives are relatively recent undertakings, with many having started in
only the last couple of decades (Curtis & Tabor, 2016). Considering that complex large scale
conservation initiatives are long-term endeavors that are inter-generational in scope, there is still
much to learn about these paradigms and how they may be strengthened and adapted to unique
contexts around the world. It may be particularly important to strengthen the resilience of larger
projects that require long-term visions and management consistency to maintain conservation
progress. As some interviewees noted, these efforts have at times been significantly disrupted by
potentially short-sighted issues between individuals with a disproportionate amount of power,
high turnover of leadership, and the introduction of inexperienced authorities that may be foreign
to the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape.
To build resistance against these challenges it is important to create and support
initiatives that involve supporting local leader development and training, so those that have
greater personal histories, understanding of, and stakes in the area can take on more long-term,
higher-level positions in management and decision-making. Governments and NGOs may
support these efforts by developing more capacity and skill building programs that particularly
serve these locals and support the development of more diverse leaders. Additionally, designing
more checks and balances and policies to help counterbalance higher level governance powers
may help prevent a small number of players from being able to derail significant movements, as
reportedly occurred when the SSME Memorandum of Understanding was not resigned when
available for renewal.
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Marine-Specific Challenges
Transboundary marine management and conservation have additional challenges compared
to these efforts in terrestrial ecosystems. Firstly, the dynamic nature of marine environments
makes it more difficult to determine and demarcate international boundaries, and significant
political tensions may result from conflicting claims (Day et al., 2019; Sandwith et al., 2001).
This is the case in Sulu-Sulawesi, where, for example, there have been conflicts between
Malaysia and the Philippines over ownership of the state of Sabah (Samad & Bakar, 1992).
Interviewees noted that these boundary tensions have flared up at times and hindered
conservation efforts. Often economic ties have helped motivate these countries to set aside
boundary disputes to maintain mutually beneficial relations (Ganesan & Amer, 2010). At times it
was important to treat these issues delicately in order to successfully foster transboundary
conservation efforts. For example, one interviewee noted that the terms establishing the
transboundary Turtle Islands Heritage Protected area had to avoid explicitly discussing the
jurisdiction of the area as being under Malaysia or the Philippines, to ease conflict.
Additionally, marine environments often require substantially higher resources and capacities
to monitor and regulate effectively. Oceans and seascapes are expansive, and these areas
inherently require more tools and technology, such as boats, to monitor and enforce regulations
effectively. Thus, it is important that resources are distributed adequately and appropriately
within these areas. Different monitoring techniques, such as drones, are being explored in SuluSulawesi, and may serve as a promising way to increase capacity. Additionally, training and
educating locals may help to both increase monitoring and enforcement capacity in communities,
and decrease regulation issues and incompliance (Gaymer et al., 2014).
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The COVID-19 Pandemic and Disturbance
The COVID-19 pandemic has been a significant disturbance to regimes and lives around
the world, and the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape is no exception. Overall, many countries have been
significantly strained financially and resource-wise by the pandemic. These changes may shift a
country’s values and national and regional priorities, wherein conservation and transboundary
work may be evaluated as less important compared to socio-economic concerns and internal
efforts. This can severely limit conservation efforts on-the-ground. For example, within the SuluSulawesi Seascape, one participant from Malaysia noted that the pandemic has caused an
economic downturn that has made it difficult to procure important resources like boats and fuel
needed to engage in marine patrols.
There have been significant negative impacts on the management capacity, budgets, and
effectiveness of many protected and conserved areas around the world due to the pandemic
(Hockings et al., 2020). Many countries closed their international borders and instated varying
levels of community lockdowns in order to limit the spread of this disease, significantly
restricting in-person collaboration. This is particularly relevant to transboundary efforts, as many
larger international meetings and forums have been cancelled or transitioned to remote avenues
of communication in response. Interviewees in this study noted that many of their standard
annual or bi-annual tri-national and regional meetings have not been able to occur in person.
Additionally, many managers and leaders could not visit the areas they are in charge of
evaluating and governing, which likely hinders processes such as networking and project
efficacy. Similarly, many international projects were noted to have required significant
extensions, which have stretched funds and resources thin. Continued financial support may be
even more limited, and this could halt or suppress the progress of many long-term management
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plans, such as the turtle nesting beach protection programs within the Turtle Islands Heritage
Protected Area.
COVID-19 can also hinder conservation management plans and stakeholder compliance
with regulations by disrupting people’s sources of livelihoods. Within the Sulu-Sulawesi
Seascape, for example, a study participant noted that some people living within MPAs, who had
successfully transitioned to alternative non-extractive livelihoods like aquaculture, have since
returned to exploitative fishing practices in response to COVID-19 undermining these industries.
Similarly, COVID-19 has significantly impacted travel and tourism (Bennett et al., 2020;
Hockings et al., 2020). Within this study, a participant noted that the pandemic has depleted
tourism revenue, which has often been considered a key source of financial support for marine
parks and protected areas.
It is difficult to predict the long-term effects of the pandemic on environmental
management and conservation, especially as it is currently ongoing and evolving, but the
disturbance has highlighted the importance of building more resilient and adaptive programs and
communities in response. This may involve providing other financing schemes or community
support networks that could better withstand change, while still allowing progress of
management and conservation programs.

Research Limitations
As with all research, there are limitations to this research project. First, it is important to
consider my positionality as a researcher, and how my inherent biases have unintentionally
influenced my thesis project and findings. Unique positionalities affect all researchers and are at
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the core of how they experience the world, approach their research, and interpret results. As this
was a cross cultural study, it is even more crucial to be cognizant of my biases and limitations in
understanding the complexities of the history, politics, cultures, and communities in the SuluSulawesi Seascape. Being a foreigner researching this area may have affected participant
responses due to factors like levels of comfortability, openness to outsiders, and political
correctness.
It is important to recognize methodological limitations to completing a qualitative policy
analysis. This study’s policy analysis was limited to higher level policies implemented at the
national level (and state level for Sabah). Thus, comparisons may not catch all the nuances of
interrelated and analogous policies across these countries. Additional types of policies related to
regulating marine mammals, communication, education, community welfare, international
relations, etc., were not analyzed, but may also have significant impacts on marine conservation,
governance, and management in Sulu-Sulawesi.
There are also methodological limitations to conducting qualitative semi-structured
interview research. Semi-structured interviews allowed for a more in-depth exploration of my
research topics, but also limited the sample size of participants. This study sampled a series of
conservation, government, and research leaders from Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines,
most of whom worked with larger scale national or regional projects. It is important to note that
these countries were not evenly represented in the sample, with only two interviewees from
Indonesia, versus nine and eight from Malaysia and the Philippines, respectively (though some
interviewees had experience with international work in the area). Chain-referral sampling is also
a form of nonprobability sampling, which can result in lower representativeness of the sample.
Thus, it may not be possible to extrapolate interview results and implications to all those
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involved with, and affected by, management and conservation in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape.
Due to study logistics and the sample’s focus on high-level leaders, all interviewees had a highto-fluent English proficiency, which was helpful to more clearly understanding participant
perspectives and limiting miscommunication. However, not being able to include stakeholders at
lower governance and management levels nor non-English speakers left out other diverse
perspectives that could have made important contributions to understanding the area’s dynamics.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic I was not able to travel to Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines to conduct interviews as originally planned. This limited my ability to better
understand the area through in-country exposure to the culture, people, and environment, and
constrained the extent to which I could connect with interviewees and establish rapport. Remote
research collection may have restricted my sample size as well, due to a lack of more developed
social networking opportunities and due to some potential interviewees potentially being less
agreeable to online interviews than an in-person option. Moreover, COVID-19 broadly disrupted
the timeline and functions of many projects and lives in a complexity of ways, which may have
hindered my ability to connect with some participants. The use of Zoom video calls for
conducting interviews was also challenging at times due to technical difficulties such as poor
service or audio quality.
The two-year timeline of this project also limited the data collection process, and
potentially constrained the level of engagement and analysis that could be achieved. A longer
project may have allowed me to engage with more stakeholders and gain more in-depth and
diverse perspectives, particularly if I were able to interview more stakeholders across scales and
from local and/or marginalized communities. Additionally, interviews were conducted between
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January and April 2021, which temporally limits findings and may affect the perspectives shared
and emphasized by participants relative to current events and dynamics of the time.
Throughout my thesis process, it was helpful to have coursework and internship work
that involved researching the broader historical, cultural, and environmental context of the SuluSulawesi Seascape and larger ASEAN region prior to beginning my data collection and analysis.
This research informed my research questions, the policies I chose to analyze, and my semistructured interview guide. In contrast, I completed my policy analysis work after I began
conducting interviews with stakeholders. However, ideally, completing Phase I prior to starting
Phase II would have allowed me to better integrate more relevant policy-focused questions into
my interview guide.

Future Research
There are several potential avenues for future research to expand from this thesis study.
Firstly, a similar project could explore more diverse types of stakeholders from other related
industries, such as tourism, and across broader scales. This would help to garner a more holistic
understanding of stakeholder awareness, interests, and hesitations related to marine governance,
management, and conservation, and of nuances regarding the potential for increased
transboundary collaboration. It may also be useful to explore these themes through other
methodologies such as quantitative surveys, which may be able to reach a broader range of
participants and provide statistics on the prevalence of certain opinions and perspectives. While
the qualitative interviews I conducted have helped to provide a greater depth of understanding of
stakeholder views, quantitative methods may provide a wider scope of understanding potential
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trends in perspectives of the population. By better understanding these patterns, more effective
management priorities may be designed, and efforts may better target more relevant stakeholder
groups. The policy analysis may also be explored more extensively to consider more local level
legislation, as well as other regulations related to things such as species conservation,
communication, international relations, etc. Tables of potential other policies of interest can be
found in Appendix II. Lastly, comparative studies of similar conservation issues spanning
multiple countries’ borders may be conducted in order to learn more about how these themes
compare to other geographic contexts around the world.

Research Implications
Ultimately, transboundary marine management and conservation is still developing and
has great potential to evolve in its practices and outcomes. This field holds substantial promise
for better advancing large ecosystem conservation and sustainable-use goals, especially due to
the benefits of recognizing the complex and interlinked nature of marine environments.
Transboundary marine initiatives remain relatively young, and it is important to consider their
additional challenges as well. Increased transboundary marine management and conservation
will require supporting greater governance integration, participatory processes, adaptability to
unique local and community needs, and resilience to changing regimes and potential
disturbances. However, by focusing on shared goals, building trust and positive stakeholder
relations, and building resource and enforcement capacity, these initiatives’ progress and success
surpass what individual countries could accomplish alone.
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APPENDIX I: Semi-Structured Interview Guide
Interviewee Role and Position
Can you please tell me about yourself and what you do?
What is your history/relationship with the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?

Perceptions of Current MPA Status
What do you think are the biggest strengths of MPAs in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?
What do you think are the biggest challenges of MPAs in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?
• Do you think they need more or less formal protection?
• What are your thoughts on their current coverage and connectivity?
Do you think current MPA management practices are effective?
•
•

What do you think is being done well?
What do you think could be improved?

Do you think current MPA management is effective for conserving marine megafauna?
•
•
•

Migration corridors?
Marine mammal conservation?
Sea turtle conservation?

Perceptions of MPAs and Fisheries
How do you feel about the relationship between the fisheries +industry and MPA management
in the Sulu-Sulawesi Seascape?
•

Tensions?

Do you think fisheries rules and regulations effectively outline sustainable practices?
•
•

Ecologically?
Socially?

How do you feel about the extent that fisheries practices are compliant with regulations?
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Perceptions of Increased Transboundary Conservation
How do you feel about the current political relationships between the governments of
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines?

How do you feel about the current cultural relationships between Indonesia, Malaysia, and the
Philippines?
What are your thoughts on transboundary conservation efforts for Sulu-Sulawesi, between
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines?
What do you think the main approach to transboundary conservation coordination between
Indonesia, Malaysia, and the Philippines should be?
•
•
•

Biodiversity/ecological conservation?
Increased resource sharing? (improved transboundary enforcement, funding, etc.)
Improved political relations?

To what extent do you think different scales of governance need to coordinate with each other
to achieve TBMPA success?

To what extent should management be structured top-down versus bottom-up versus through
collaborative management?
Do you think stakeholders and the public are supportive of transboundary conservation
coordination in Sulu-Sulawesi?
•
•

Stakeholders at different scales?
Among different types of stakeholders?

Wrap-Up Questions
Is there anything else you would like to discuss about these topics?
Is there anyone that you think I should talk with about these topics?
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APPENDIX II: Additional Policies of Potential Interest
Indonesia
Indonesia Sea Policy, 2017

A Presidential Regulation that aims to rebuild maritime
culture, manage marine resources, develop maritime
infrastructure and connectivity, advance maritime diplomacy,
and boost maritime defense forces.

Ministerial Ordinance No. 38, General guidelines for the management of coral reef and their
adjacent ecosystems.
2004
(Sub-Committee on the Sulu-Sulawesi Marine Ecoregion,
2009)
Fisheries Act No. 9, 1985

Core fisheries law that aims to manage for marine resource
sustainability, food security, and enhance socio-economic
benefits.
(Flewwelling & Hosch, 2004)
Regional Governments

Regional Government Act
No. 32, 2004

Granted regional governments at the provincial and
district/city level the authority to manage their own natural
resources and to maintain environmental preservation.

(Dirhamsyah, 2016)
Table A1. Additional Indonesian policies impacting marine and coastal resource management in
Sulu-Sulawesi.
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Malaysia
Malaysia National
Biodiversity Policy, 1998

Aims to conserve Malaysia’s biological diversity and ensure
its resources are used sustainably for the continued progress
and socio-economic development of the nation.
(ECOLEX, 2021)

Guidelines on Erosion
Control for Development
Projects in the Coastal Zone,
1997

Seek to ensure proper planning and sustainable development
of the coastal zone by describing data requirements and the
scope of the impact assessment for development.
(ECOLEX, 2021)
Sabah Parks

National Act No. 5 on
Conservation of Biodiversity
and its Ecosystem, 1990

Promotes the development of nature reserve areas (strict
nature reserve areas and wildlife reserve areas) and nature
sustainable areas.
(Dirhamsyah, 2016)
Regional Governments

Regional Government Act
No. 32, 2004

Granted regional governments at the provincial and
district/city level the authority to manage their own natural
resources and to maintain environmental preservation.

(Dirhamsyah, 2016)
Table A2. Additional Malaysian policies impacting marine and coastal resource management in
Sulu-Sulawesi.
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Philippines
Philippine Animal Welfare
Act, 1998

“It is the purpose of this Act to protect and promote the
welfare of all terrestrial, aquatic, and marine animals in the
Philippines by supervising and regulating the establishment
and operations of all facilities utilized for breeding,
maintaining, keeping, treating or training of all animals.”
(Marine Wild Fauna Watch of the Philippines, Inc., 2014,
pg. 6)

Philippine Environmental
Code, 1988

Makes provision for the protection of the environment
broadly.
(ECOLEX, 2021)

Marine Pollution Decree No.
979, 1976

Declares national policies to prevent and control marine
pollution.
(ECOLEX, 2021)

Department of Environment and National Resources
National Integrated Protected Gives the DENR authority over the development, exploration,
Areas System Act, 1992
and utilization of marine, freshwater, and brackish water
environments, as well as aquatic resources over all nationally
declared protected areas.
(Post, 2016.)
Department of Agriculture- Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
Fisheries Administrative
Created to protect marine mammal species.
Order 185, 1992
(Marine Wild Fauna Watch of the Philippines, Inc., 2014)
Fisheries Administrative
Explicitly defined the mandate to conserve cetaceans, listing
Order 208, 1998
the 20 known species at the time as endangered.
(Marine Wild Fauna Watch of the Philippines, Inc., 2014)
Department of Tourism
Joint Administrative Order
#1, 2004- in conjunction with
Department of Agriculture

Created cetacean stranding regulations and guidelines.
(Marine Wild Fauna Watch of the Philippines, Inc., 2014)
Local Government Units

Local Government Code,
1991

Grants LGUs the power to generate and mobilize economic
resources through taxes and fees.

(Post, 2016)
Table A3. Additional Philippine policies impacting marine and coastal resource management in
Sulu-Sulawesi.
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